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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, July 9, 1992

The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Kirk Monroe, Mount
Zion United Methodist Church, Wash-

ington, DC, offered the following
prayer:
Good morning, God.

O Eternal Father strong to save, we
love You. And once again this morning
we resume our daily ritual of asking
for Your omnipotence, mercy, and
righteousness to circle us. We hope
that if it is Your will we would be so
inspired to go about our business today
as servants of the people of America.
Bless our Nation and help us to work
together and to get along with each
other. Bless those who are now work-
ing to repair our cities but whether
city or suburb, valley, plain, or moun-
tain bless America’'s children.

When we are confused and sorrowed
by circumstances beyond our reach, let
us be mindful that when we 1lift up our
dilemmas unto You, You reach down
with solutions unto us.

Help us to walk the hallways of
peace, as we stride them may our
canter be one of integrity and our gait
one of justice. Amen.

e —————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. WISE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

1 pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit-
ed States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

A SUMMIT CONFERENCE FOR
AMERICA

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent is returning from the G-7 Con-
ference, attended by President Yeltsin
of Russia, and while the President is
returning from the G-T7 Conference I
would like to suggest that he convene
a US-50 conference, the 50 States, Mr.

Speaker. Just as there has been a sum-
mit with President Yeltsin and there
has been a summit with the G-T lead-
ers, so it is time to have a summit here
at home on the same things they
talked about abroad.

In Munich they talked about invest-
ment. I would like to talk about in-
vestment here at home, investment in
our public transportation, investment
in our schools, the public investment
that has fallen so far behind in our
country.

Did the President realize as he talked
to the G-T leaders that every one of
those nations has some kind of na-
tional health care plan? Perhaps he
could have asked advice for here at
home. When they talked about jobs and
unemployment in all the other coun-
tries, did he say that the unemploy-
ment had gone up in this country?

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speak-
er, until the President holds those
kinds of summit meetings at home
with our leaders, then we are not going
to be able to promise much at summit
meetings abroad.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces
he will limit to 10 Members on each
side the number of 1-minute requests.

TRUST FUND SAVINGS CAN CRE-
ATE JOBS, BUILD ASSETS FOR
AMERICA

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, today
we have the opportunity to keep faith
with the American people by fulfilling
a commitment we made last year when
we overwhelmingly passed the trans-
portation bill. We can keep faith and
begin to rebuild America, America’s in-
frastructure, by supporting the biparti-
san Obey-Gephardt-Roe-Hammer-
schmidt-Mineta-Shuster amendment
which will be on the floor today, which
reduces foreign operations spending
and applies that money instead to
transportation, to create 125,000 real
jobs.

Many of the Members have come to
us and asked for our help in projects
and efforts that were important to
them in their districts. Today, we are
asking them, and especially to my con-
servative colleagues, I say do not be a
knee-jerk naysayer. Listen to the logic
of our argument. We hope they will
read the “Dear Colleague’ letter which

we sent out which indicates that this is
trust fund money. The money is there.
It should be spent to create real jobs to
build assets for America.

We urge the Members to carefully
consider this and do what is right for
America.

THE COMPASS SHOULD POINT
HOME TO AMERICA

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, once again
George Bush has demonstrated where
his heart is and it is not here in the
United States.

President Bush has spent the past
few days playing world leader while our
pressing domestic needs continue to be
neglected. He is busy at work dealing
with the economic problems of our al-
lies and of our new friend Russia but he
has no program to put Americans back
to work.

And equally distressing, this admin-
istration may be on the edge of getting
the United States involved in a civil
war in what used to be Yugoslavia.

This administration has broken its
political compass. The Bush adminis-
tration's compass needle keeps point-
ing east and west when it should be
pointing home.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to park Air
Force One and pay attention to the un-
employment rate in the United States.
It is time for this President to come
home and stay home. The American
people need a President who cares
about America.

IT'S ELEMENTARY, WATSON

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the Sher-
lock Holmeses of the Committee on the
Judiciary are going to demand a spe-
cial prosecutor, costing our American
taxpayers millions to dredge up the an-
cient history of the Iraq policy. Seven
committees in Congress, three U.S. at-
torneys, and the entire Justice Depart-
ment have spent untold tax dollars and
countless hours of staff probing and
have come up empty-handed; nothing,
cipher, zero, zip.

“Well, Sherlock, why are they doing
this?"

‘“‘Elementary, my dear Watson. Try-
ing to smear Ronald Reagan for
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Irangate fell through, and the election
is less than 4 months away. We Demo-
crats have to find an issue some-
where."

“But Dr. Holmes, didn’t the Congress
know about the Iraq policy?”

““Hush, Watson, the election is com-
ing."

“My dear Watson, that is the great
mystery."

GOVERNOR CLINTON'S VISIONARY
ECONOMIC STRATEGY FOR
AMERICA

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, Bill Clinton
has made a serious and substantial
contribution to this year’s political de-
bate with his proposal of an economic
plan that would massively reduce the
Federal deficit by cutting nonessential
spending, paring the Federal bureauc-
racy, closing corporate tax loopholes,
making the wealthy pay their fair
share of taxes, and implementing rigor-
ous health care cost control. At the
same time, it would make carefully
targeted national investments in jobs,
education, and improved health care.

This is a well-conceived and persua-
sive blueprint for our economic future,
and Bill Clinton is the only candidate
for President who has put such a plan
on the table. From the other can-
didates we get the same old smoke-
and-mirrors and evasion.

On television last Sunday Richard
Darman, the President’s Budget Direc-
tor, had the gall to criticize Governor
Clinton for relying on “favorable
growth projections.”” We get this from
the fellow who has made an art form of
blue-sky growth projections over the
past 4 years.

Mr. Darman also suggested that the
President had a comparable plan that
had been ‘‘subject to serious scru-
tiny"'—presumably in Congress—*‘‘for
over a year.” I would like to know
where this plan has been hiding. Is Mr.
Darman talking about the President's
1993 budget, which was a mere $352 bil-
lion in deficit and which drew a grand
total of 42 Republican votes on the
House floor? And where is the Presi-
dent’s plan for investment here at
home? If the President’'s plan is so con-
vincing, why is it we read in this morn-
ing’s paper that Mr. Darman has or-
dered a rewrite of the midsession re-
view of the budget as part of the ad-
ministration’s “‘election year effort to
blame the Congress for the economy’'?

Mr. President, such rhetorical obfus-
cation cannot hide the fact that this
administration has nothing remotely
comparable to Governor Clinton's eco-
nomic strategy. The American people
understand that. That is why they are
responding so favorably to this vision-
ary plan to get our Nation’'s priorities
in order.
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ANOTHER ONEROUS FEDERAL
REGULATION BURDENING SMALL
BUSINESS

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today as part of the regulatory relay of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]
to call attention to a particularly oner-
ous Federal regulation that is affecting
a constituent small business.

The Fritz Co. is a third-generation
small business that has been in exist-
ence in Minnesota for over 50 years.
Recently they received a letter from
the FDA threatening to seize their
candy. What is the crime? Fritz calls
its candy Fritzie Fresh. It has been
their brand name for over 50 years. The
name has been trademarked and re-
ceived a U.S. patent registration, but
the FDA decided that ‘‘fresh’ was mis-
leading the public. The candy was sim-
ply not sufficiently fresh for the FDA’s
taste.

Mr. Speaker, there has not been a
single consumer complaint to Fritz or
to the FDA about the use of the word
“fresh,” and removing this brand name
from this small business would simply
kill the business.

Certainly the original intent of the
law to prevent fraudulent labeling is
correct, but interpreting the statute in
this ludicrous way is a clear departure
from this intent. It is another example
of the bureaucracy run amok, an unac-
countable bureaucracy which could de-
stroy this small business and the many
jobs that go with it.

It is no wonder the American people
are turned off by government which
seeks to impose its will through such
capricious and ridiculous rules.

e —
0 1010
BRIBES FOR WAR

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. It is bad enough,
Mr. Speaker, that America exports
jobs, but now it appears that America
exports war. That is right, war.

According to recent indictments, the
U.S. Ambassador to Bahrain and Wil-
liam Kennedy, former owner of the
Conservative Digest, got 8 million dol-
lars' worth of bribes in cash to promote
American involvement in the war.

Then comes Hill & Knowlton, power-
ful public relations firm that gets $12
million from Kuwait to promote the
war.

Mr. Speaker, let us get out of Disney
World. Are we trying to make the
American people believe that the CIA
does not know what is going on around
here? I think there should be a thor-
ough investigation.
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It is bad enough when American sol-
diers have to die to protect liberty, but
die for money and bribes? Congress
should find out if this was naked ag-
gression or stone-cold cash bribes that
put America at war.

LEGISLATION TO DISCONTINUE
PAYMENTS TO FORMER SPEAKERS

(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, Speakers, as well as Members
of Congress, earn a good salary while
they are working here. You can easily
question the results, but we work hard
for it, through long days, heavy sched-
ules, and busy weekends. But there is
no reason the taxpayers should con-
tinue to pay for administrative bene-
fits to those who no longer serve the
people of their State. Unfortunately,
the taxpayers are continuing to foot
the bill for expenses for former Speak-
ers of the House—and that is wrong.

In 1970, the House gave the retiring
Speaker an account to finance office
space, mailing privileges, and staff sal-
aries to conclude his official duties.
This is in addition to regular retire-
ment benefits. Well, these official du-
ties have gone on for 20 years and that
is too long.

I am the cosponsor of a bill that will
stop payments fto former Speakers
after 3 years. This is an effort to halt
an annual bill of over $500,000 to main-
tain staffs and offices for former
Speakers. While some expenses after
leaving the House may be legitimate, I
am sure most would agree that Speak-
ers should not be able to collect indefi-
nitely.

Once again, though, the leadership is
depriving Americans of having a say in
how their taxes are spent by not even
allowing the full House to vote on this
issue. I call on the leadership to be
fair—let the representatives of the peo-
ple vote.

| ————

THE VICE PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL
ON COMPETITIVENESS DOES NOT
LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, last
week along with a very large majority
of the House I voted against the Vice
President’'s Council on Competitive-
ness. The Council may have begun with
a benign and useful purpose of having
the regulations of this Nation evalu-
ated for their burden on business, but
it became very quickly a means and a
mechanism for very heavy financial
hitters, big donors, to have entree to
rulemakers and to get their ears.

I represent a community in south-
west Jefferson County, Mr. Speaker,
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which would love to have the same op-
portunity to bend the ears of the regu-
lation makers, particularly in the envi-
ronmental field, about the processes by
which hazardous waste is burned for
heat in the cement making process. I
would be willing to believe, Mr. Speak-
er, that my people would make a very
compelling case that such burning
should not be permitted in their area.

However, these are very modest peo-
ple, blue collar people. They will never
be invited to the White House, cer-
tainly never to the Council on Com-
petitiveness.

Mr. Speaker, if the American people
are ever going to have a revived inter-
est in the body politic, they have to be
convinced that all rules and all regula-
tions are made with the interests of
the public broadly at heart, and not of
a few heavy hitters.

HONORING RETIRING CAPITOL PO-
LICE OFFICER, SGT. LEROY GAR-
FIELD TAYLOR

(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
pay tribute to one of our own Capitol
Police officers, Sgt. Leroy Garfield
Taylor, who will soon enter his retire-
ment after 43 years of faithful, dedi-
cated service to the Navy and the U.S.
Congress.

Born in 1928, Sergeant Taylor en-
listed in the U.S. Navy at the age of 17,
where he served honorably for over 20
years, attaining the rank of chief
bosun's mate. Sergeant Taylor met and
married his wife Yolanda, affection-
ately known as Paddy, 24 years ago.
They lived in her native Ireland for a
short period, then returned to the Unit-
ed States where he joined the Capitol
Police in 1970. Spending his entire ca-
reer at the Capitol Building, Sergeant
Taylor became increasingly indispen-
sable as his knowledge of the building
and the workings of Congress grew. Al-
ways ready to serve, Sergeant Taylor's
extensive knowledge and experience
made getting around in this building
much easier, whether one was a Mem-
ber of Congress, staff member, or visi-
tor to the Capitol.

Now, after 22 years of service as a
Capitol Police officer, with a total of 43
yvears of Government service, Sergeant
Taylor will retire. We all wish him the
best and I know that his presence will
be greatly missed. Congratulations on
a job well done, Sergeant Taylor.

CONGRATULATING TURKEY ON EX-
TENSION OF OPERATION PRO-
VIDE COMFORT

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, this
morning, I would like to take the op-
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portunity to congratulate the people of
Turkey and in particular their par-
liament under the leadership of Prime
Minister Suleyman Demirel for their
courageous vote to extend Operation
Provide Comfort. By a vote of 228 to
136, coalition forces will be allowed to
continue their overflights and provide
safety and security for the hundreds of
thousands of Kurdish refugees that re-
main in northern Iraq.

This vote continues to show Turkey’s
desire to be a partner with the United
States and to join forces with us to
bring democracy and stability to the
region. Their acknowledgement of the
Kurdish situation and their efforts to
alleviate and resolve the problem have
clearly placed them as a leader of a
democratic and peaceful Middle East.

Again, my thanks and those of all
the Members of this Congress who have
joined me in supporting the Kurdish
people go to the people of Turkey. I
look forward to the continued partner-
ship between our two countries and to
Turkey's assistance as we strive to find
a peaceful and democratic solution for
the future of the Kurds.

AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT
THROWS QUITE A PARTY

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. Speaker, many of
us are very concerned about the spend-
ing habits of this institution, and in
order to focus on this each week I give
on a radio program I do a porker-of-
the-week award, and I would like to
share these with my colleagues from
time to time.

This week I could not resist the op-
portunity of giving the award to the
Agriculture Department for a party
they threw for their employees last
month. The party that they claim was
needed to boost employee morale cost
the taxpayers a whopping $500,000. We
paid over $400,000 for transportation to
and from Washington, $8,000 for key
chains, pens, lapel pins, tote bags, and
mugs; $24,000 for hotel costs and recep-
tion; $8,000 for plaques; $13,000 for
badges, agendas, certificates, signs, and
banners; and thousands more on mis-
cellaneous expenses.

With the economy in a slump and the
Nation's deficit on the rise, I find it
hard to believe that the Agriculture
Department would dump this kind of
money into a party. I think employee
morale is important, and that those
who do an effective job should be com-
mended. But throwing a big party at
taxpayers' expense is not the way to do
it.

The Agriculture Department gets my
vote for the porker-of-the-week award.

THE MEANING OF LIFESTYLE

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
the newspapers have been quoting the
President with respect to lifestyle and
sexual orientation of individuals such
that a requirement about the lifestyle
of the President and the Vice President
would be the way in which we should
conduct ourselves; otherwise, our lives
are not normal. A statement was made
that he could not see that people could
be parents if they were gay or lesbian.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that the Presi-
dent and the Vice President in all of
their discussions of family values could
not have attended the funeral of a
young child in the District of Columbia
recently, a child who was born into
this world the victim of crack, the vic-
tim of addiction, afflicted with AIDS.
No one would take this child, no one
would love this child, no one would
help to raise this child for the life that
it had before it, and this child died be-
fore the age of 4, but brought great
love and affection into this world, and
was given love and affection by the fos-
ter care of a gay couple.

If you want to talk about family val-
ues, if you want to talk about being a
Christian, if you want to talk about
compassion in this country, do not re-
quire that lifestyle be the criterion
upon which you judge another person.
If you genuinely believe in family val-
ues, Mr. President, take a look at the
people who are raising the children in
illness, take a look at the children who
need love and compassion and are being
given it not by someone who has a par-
ticular lifestyle, but someone whose
heart is filled with love.

0 1020
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Members are reminded to
address their remarks to the Chair.

ACCEPT THE BLAME FOR THE
UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, for
some time now the other side has
talked about the unemployment prob-
lem as if this was unexpected. They do
not understand that this was largely
created by Congress.

This is the result of defense cuts, ask
the people in California, and other
budget cuts. We did it.

They call it the peace dividend. If we
had invested this money in job cre-
ation, things would not be so bad, but
we in Congress put money into things
like the bureaucracy.

If you want to place the blame for
unemployment problems, look in the
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mirror. You tax, you spend, you regu-
late.
Accept the blame.

A TRIBUTE TO SENATOR GORE,
DEMOCRATIC PARTY VICE PRES-
IDENTIAL NOMINEE

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great pleasure that
we learn that a former colleague of
ours, Senator AL GORE of Tennessee,
will be the Vice Presidential nominee
of the Democratic Party this fall.

Senator GORE brings to the ticket an
extraordinary amount of experience
and expertise—on the environment, on
foreign policy, and on national secu-
rity.

Senator GORE and I headed the Sen-
ate and House delegations to the recent
Earth summit in Rio de Janeiro, and
his role at the conference was enor-
mously impressive.

He is an American leader who is
known, respected, and listened to by
the leaders of the world community.
They have read his insightful book on
the global environmental crisis. They
listened carefully to his keynote
speech to the parliamentary summit
meeting. And they sought his advice on
the issues of global warming, biodiver-
sity, and forest protection.

1 cannot help contrasting the warm
reception given this American environ-
mental leader with the aloof response
to President Bush that same week.

In AL GORE, the world, and the Amer-
ican people, have a leader for the fu-
ture; a thoughtful and serious legisla-
tor who understands the seriousness of
the crises facing the future of our plan-
et; a bold activist who is willing to pro-
pose dramatic changes whether on
arms control or the environment, to
protect our children and the world they
will inhabit.

By selecting AL GORE, Governor Clin-
ton has drawn a clear distinction be-
tween his ticket and the inactive, busi-
ness-as-usual, indifferent administra-
tion of George Bush and DAN QUAYLE.

The American people will recognize
that difference, and vote for the future
in November by electing Bill Clinton
and AL GORE.

—————

WE CANNOT AFFORD TO BAIL OUT
THE CIS

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, when we
return after the Democratic Conven-
tion, we will be asked to vote on a
package of Russian aid. We will have to
borrow billions to finance this at a
time when our own Nation is losing
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over a billion dollars a day on top of a
$4 trillion national debt.

There are three things I would hope
that we would consider in this regard:
First, the head of the International
Monetary Fund, the strongest sup-
porter of this aid, estimates that the
former Soviet states will require $100
billion in additional aid over the next 4
yvears. We simply cannot afford this.
Second, Russia and the other CIS
states combined have greater natural
resources than we do. Forbes magazine
recently estimated Russian oil reserves
as being equal to those of Saudi Ara-
bia. Yet they cannot develop these re-
sources because they still have a Gov-
ernment-run system rather than free
enterprise. Third, the Russian national
debt is just a small fraction of our own.

If we keep spending billion after bil-
lion after billion that we do not have,
we are going to crash. I wonder who
will send us foreign aid then. Will the
Russians? I doubt it.

THE GILDERNEW ARREST

(Mr. FISH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, on April 186,
1992, my constituent, Mr. Francis
Gildernew was arrested by FBI and INS
agents. With guns drawn, they shack-
led him in Poughkeepsie, NY, and
jailed him in New York City.

Why was he arrested?

The INS warrant charged him with
fraud. Applying for a green card in 1984,
he denied ever being convicted of a
crime in his home country of Northern
Ireland.

In 1976, Gildernew had been arrested
by the British police, charged with
planting a land mine and of being a
member of the Irish Republican Army.
He was convicted and imprisoned. The
conviction was based on a confession
extracted from him after brutal inter-
rogation under torture. Under British
law, Gildernew was a special status or
political prisoner. He was released
from prison in 1984.

Gildernew maintains his innocence. I
believe him.

Why after 8 productive, law-abiding
years in America, did the INS suddenly
discover his so-called fraud, handcuff
him and haul him away to a jail cell in
New York City?

Gildernew believes his activities to
win passage of the McBride principles
made him a high profile target of the
British Government.

The McBride principles would penal-
ize United States firms doing business
in Northern Ireland unless they adhere
to certain nondiscriminatory practices
toward the Catholic minority.

As the author of the McBride prin-
ciples bill in the House of Representa-
tives, I am sensitive to the British dis-
like for the idea. What concerns me is
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the possibility that the failed and bru-
tal British policies in Northern Ireland
may have enjoyed as willing
handmaidens our own Department of
Justice, FBI, and INS. There must be
no special relationship with Britain
which blunts our sense of justice. After
waiving in millions of illegal aliens
under special legislation, we should
cease harassing and attempting to de-
port a hardworking, respected busi-
nessman, like Francis Gildernew.

While my outrage at the handling of
Francis Gildernew by our Government
agents is new, my sense of the injustice
of the British handling of the Catholic
minority in Northern Ireland is not.
My outrage is ever greater when the
civil rights conflict which has trag-
ically torn the social fabric of North-
ern Ireland bears its bitter fruit in my
congressional district in upstate New
York.

AL GORE, DEMOCRATIC VICE
PRESIDENTIAL NOMINEE

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
a sense of absolute delight and pride
and joy at the announcement that AL
GORE will be the Vice Presidential can-
didate of the Democratic Party.

I think this reflects enormous credit
on Governor Clinton for having picked
a running mate of such distinction.

I served with AL GORE at the Rio en-
vironmental conference along with the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL-
LER], and I can attest to the respect
and the credibility that AL GORE has
engendered with experts in the envi-
ronment, people who care about the
Earth, this fragile planet we live on. He
is highly respected, and he and I and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] spend most of our time trying
to explain the President's dismal per-
formance in shooting down the bio-
diversity treaty.

The contrast between the great re-
spect and affection with which AL
GORE was held and the rage and resent-
ment at the President’s role was pal-
pable.

Two years ago, long before any Presi-
dential campaign, AL GORE was elected
as chairman of Global Legislators’ Or-
ganization for a Balanced Environment
[GLOBE] composed of legislators from
Europe, Japan, and the United States.
He has served in that role for 2 years
with great knowledge, great expertise,
and great distinction.

He adds luster and dignity and credi-
bility in the very important field of en-
vironment to the ticket, and I look for-
ward with great pleasure to working
with him and Governor Clinton.
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INTRODUCTION OF EDUCATION
SAVINGS PLAN LEGISLATION

(Mr. CHANDLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing legislation today that will
help and encourage thousands of young
Americans to save money for college.

For the student who works after
school in the grocery store, or during
the summer on the farm, my bill
makes the money they earn go farther.

My goal is to reward students who go
the extra mile to earn money for col-
lege. It is not a handout, but a program
that says to those students who work
and save for college: ‘‘Your hard work
will not go unnoticed."”

Under my plan, working students
could save up to $2,000 tax free, and
have those savings partially matched
by the Federal Government, as long as
the money is used for college expenses.

Mr. Speaker, with college expenses
expected to rise rapidly in the coming
decade, it is vital that we begin plan-
ning now for the higher education costs
of our children.

My education savings plan provides a
positive incentive for children to work
and save money for college, and invest
in their future.

I urge my colleagues to help families
plan for the future by cosponsoring the
education savings plan.

0O 1030

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). According to an agreement
with both sides of the aisle, the Chair
will entertain up to four more 1-minute
statements from each side of the aisle.

A SAD LOSS FOR THE AMERICAN
AIRCRAFT INDUSTRY

(Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
morning's Wall Street Journal has a
story that United Airlines has ordered
as many as 100 Airbus jets valued at
about $3 billion in a blow to Boeing,
United’s long-time jet supplier.

The carrier, United, will lease the
planes from a group of financial com-
panies that will actually buy the air-
craft.

The Wall Street Journal said that for
Airbus, a French-European consortium,
the deal is a major victory in the Euro-
pean consortium’s campaign for rec-
ognition in the U.S. market.

Then this morning, the Wichita
Eagle, the newspaper in my hometown,
says that the Boeing Co. faces the loss
of $5.7 billion of its commercial air-
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craft orders as the world’s largest air-
line buyer seeks to withdraw from
commitments for 129 Boeing planes.

The fact of the matter is that tens of
thousands of jobs in America's domi-
nant export industry, aviation, are
threatened to be lost to Airbus and
other companies perhaps because of
preferential financing provided by
those foreign governments that our
Government cannot provide, jobs in
Wichita, jobs in Seattle, jobs all over
the country.

Mr. Speaker, it is time that our Gov-
ernment fight for the interests of
American aircraft workers, and today I
will be asking for the Special Trade
Representative, Carla Hills, to do a for-
mal review of the financing that Airbus
has provided to United Airlines in this
deal to see if it violates our trade laws.

NEW CHILD POVERTY STATISTICS

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, this week new figures were released
by the children’s defense fund that are
both disturbing and inexcusable. The
figures indicate that while some people
were prospering and living well during
the last decade, the number of children
who live in poverty actually rose in
most States.

Now maybe I should consider myself
and my constituents lucky because Illi-
nois is not among the top 10 States
with astronomical poverty rates.
Maybe I should even consider my State
fortunate because it ranks only 27th in-
stead of 1st or 2d. But instead of feeling
lucky, Mr. Speaker, I am angered.

I am angered that the number of kids
living in destitute conditions increased
not only in my State, but 32 others
during the Reagan-Bush administra-
tion. Such statistics are a blemish—no,
a cancer on the face of America.

While the White House is busy at-
tacking social programs from past
years, and repeating the same old non-
sense about aiding the rich as a way to
help the middle class and the needy in
our country and keeping up with ap-
pointments and meetings around the
globe, the children of America are
sinking deeper and deeper into poverty.
They are malnourished, without heat,
without adequate medical care, with-
out even the hope of a brighter future.

A BAD NOMINATION TO ELEVENTH
CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speak-
er, * * * the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee has recommended by a 10-to-4 vote
the approval of the nomination of Ed-

July 9, 1992

ward Carnes to the 11th Circuit Court
of Appeals.

The simple fact is that Edward
Carnes is unfit to serve on the Federal
bench. His executioner mentality and
active support for racial discrimina-
tion with the Alabama criminal justice
system and his failure to understand
the concept of equal—

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand that the gentleman’s
words be taken down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The gentleman's reference
to the Senate committee in a deroga-
tory fashion is not permitted under the
House rules, the Chair would advise the
Member.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, if there
is any impropriety—

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, has the Chair ordered the words ob-
jected to stricken from the RECORD?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
what the Chair would suggest to the
gentleman.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand that the gentleman’s
words be taken down.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuULTY). The Clerk will report the
gentleman’s words.

The Clerk read as follows:

In continuing its downhill slide, the Senate
Judiciary Committee has recommended by a
10-to-4 vote approval of the nomination of
Edward Carnes to the llth Circuit Court of
Appeals. The simple fact is that Edward
Carnes is unfit to serve on the Federal
bench. His executioner mentality and active
support for racial discrimination with the
Alabama criminal justice system, and his
failure to understand the concept of
equal * * %,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Accord-
ing to Jefferson’s Manual section 371,
page 175, the Chair rules that critical
references to the Senate or committees
of the Senate are not permitted under
the rules of the House.

Without objection,
words will be stricken.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman may proceed
in order for his remaining time, for 15
seconds.

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my 1-minute statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection.

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to personally apologize to the sensibili-
ties of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER], who apparently

the Member's
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was offended by my reference to the
Senate Judiciary Committee. But in
Mr. Carnes’'s own testimony before the
Senate Judiciary Committee Mr.
Carnes admitted that as the chief of
the capital litigation division of the
Alabama Attorney General's office, he
played the key role in an effort to pro-
tect a pattern and practice by Alabama
prosecutors of using peremptory
strikes to remove blacks from trial ju-
ries, in clear violation of the 1986 Su-
preme Court decision in Batson versus
Kentucky.

Mr. Carnes is following the Clarence
Thomas scenario. This administration
will reward those young lawyers who
demonstrate the most disregard for the
rights of African-Americans, other ra-
cial minorities and women with ele-
vation to the Federal bench.

It is no accident that Mr. Carnes’
nomination comes up in the midst of
the Presidential campaign. With the
economy in shambles, this nomination
is part of the President’'s new strategy
to get the Southern white vote in the
general election by once again, playing
the crime and race card, as he did dur-
ing the last general election with the
Willie Horton campaign.

But Democrats are playing into the
President’s hands by bringing this
nominee to the Senate floor for a vote.
The Congressional Black Caucus and
its friends plans to make this nomina-
tion a central issue at the Democratic
Convention next week.

RUSSIAN JAILED FOR “SPECULA-
TION” UNDER OLD SOVIET LAW

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I wel-
come President Boris Yeltsin's visit to
the United States last month, and com-
mend him for his pledge to transform
Russia into a country where individual
rights, economic freedom, and the rule
of law are honored and protected.
President Yeltsin came here hoping to
convince the administration, the Con-
gress, and the American people that he
is serious about reform and that, with
our help, he can be successful.

I want to believe him; I believe we all
want to believe him. But a case that
has recently come to my attention
makes me concerned about the future
of economic reform in Russia.

In May, 19 of my colleagues joined
me in writing to President Yeltsin
about Mark Glizer, a Russian Jew, who
had been incarcerated for 10 months in
a Moscow jail for allegedly arranging
the sale of a privately owned auto-
mobile for profit. I received word last
week that Mr. Glizer has been sen-
tenced to spend 5 years at hard labor
for breaking an old Soviet law against
capitalistic activities.

There are many aspects of this case
and the Moscow court's decision that
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concern me. Mark Glizer was sentenced
under a Soviet law that supposedly has
been taken off the books in Russia. The
so-called crime of speculation was
pushed through the U.S.S.R. Supreme
Soviet in October 1990, by the eventual
leaders of the unsuccessful coup. How-
ever, the law was invalidated by the
Charter of the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States, which purported to
abolish all laws of the former Soviet
Union. Further, the action by the Rus-
sian Federation Government to elimi-
nate the crime of speculation from the
Federation criminal code clearly indi-
cates that the Government of Russia
no longer considers such acts a crime.

If this antifree enterprise Soviet law
does not exist anymore according to
the Yeltsin government, then how can
Russian citizens still be prosecuted for
its violation? For Mark Glizer, 5 years
confinement will be the price for intro-
ducing a friend interested in selling his
car to a prospective buyer. That is not
a crime, it is an activity that occurs on
a daily basis in driveways and auto
dealerships around the world. Presi-
dent Yeltsin has promised to encourage
this kind of entrepreneurship in Rus-
sia.

Now, President Yeltsin has come to
America to enlist support for a major
aid package under consideration by
Congress. One of the central selling
points being made by the Bush admin-
istration and by Mr. Yeltsin himself is
that this aid is necessary to safeguard
economic reform in Russia. There is
also much talk of the tremendous op-
portunities that liberalization will pro-
vide American investors. But how can
United States companies or individuals
feel confident about entering the Rus-
sian marketplace when their Russian
partners may be jailed for engaging in
normal business activities?

Today, many of my colleagues have
joined me in sending President Yeltsin
another letter, asking that he answer
these concerns by releasing all eco-
nomic prisoners, and by guaranteeing
that Russian courts will respect the
rights of all citizens under the law.
Good intentions will not suffice; real
reform requires real action. Economic
assistance can provide seed money; but
without the ground of freedom, neither
democracy nor market economics can
take root and flourish.

LIFE IMPRISONMENT FOR
EGREGIOUS RECIDIVISTS ACT

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, stud-
ies show that 6 percent of all violent
offenders actually commit 70 percent of
all violent crimes. So I have introduced
a bill that is intended to get to the
root of violent crime in America. It is
called the Life Imprisonment for Egre-
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gious Recidivists Act. That is a fancy
name, but the acronym is the LIFER
Act, H.R. 5567.

My LIFER Act would impose a man-
datory life sentence on anyone con-
victed of a Federal violent felony if
that person has two previous violent
felonies, Federal or State, on his
record. The evidence is clear, these vio-
lent criminals are far gone enough to
make violent crime a habit and, if so,
they will keep preying on our families
again and again throughout this coun-
try unless we stop them. Stop them we
must. It is true our country optimisti-
cally puts great stock in rehabilitation
of criminals, but even those with the
highest hopes along those lines should
recognize that three strikes means
you're out. Three convictions, and it is
sayonara. Let us make our streets safe
again, pass H.R. 5567.

PERMISSION FOR OBSERVANCE OF
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DAY ON
WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 1992, IN-
STEAD OF MONDAY, JULY 27, 1992

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the District of
Columbia Day be observed under clause
8, rule XXXIV, on Wednesday, July 29,
of this year instead of Monday, July 27,
1992.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, under my reserva-
tion I yield to the chairman of the
Committee on the District of Columbia
to explain his request.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure the Members
of the House are aware, the rules of the
House permit that the second and
fourth Mondays are designated as ‘'Dis-
trict Days" on which our committee
can bring local legislation to the floor
of the House. However, we are making
this request for District Day to be on
Wednesday, July 29, because the House
will not be in session on Monday, July
27, 1992, the fourth Monday of the
month.

Mr. Speaker, at this time it would be
my intention to call up four pieces of
legislation on July 29. They are:

First, H.R. 2694, a bill to amend title
11, District of Columbia Code, to re-
move gender-specific references;

Second, H.R. 3581, a bill to amend the
District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act
to eliminate congressional review of
newly passed District laws, to provide
the District of Columbia with auton-
omy over budgeting its locally raised
revenues, and for other purposes;

Third, H.R. 5520, a bill to authorize to
be appropriated a Federal payment to
the District of Columbia of an addi-
tional $30,798,600 for crime and youth
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initiatives in the District of Columbia,
which has already been included by the
Appropriations Committee; and

Fourth, H.R. 5540, a bill to waive the
congressional layover period for cer-
tain council acts authorizing the issu-
ance of revenue bonds for nonprofit or-
ganizations.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, let me say
to my colleagues that not all of these
bills that the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia intends
to bring up are bipartisan and non-
controversial. This will not be a Dis-
trict Day where the committee is
unanimously in support of all the legis-
lation brought up and where matters
can be resolved with voice votes.

The minority strongly opposes H.R.
3581, which would completely do away
with the congressional review of Dis-
trict acts before they become law, and
remove the majority of the District
budget from review and approval by
the Congress. This bill contains issues
of the utmost importance to this House
and its constitutional responsibilities
under the District clause of the Con-
stitution and its obligation to 250 mil-
lion Americans who all share citizen-
ship in our Nation's capital.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to fully debate
these issues, and I urge defeat of the
legislation.

Further reserving the right to object,
Mr. Speaker, just yesterday the House
passed a fiscal year 1993 appropriations
bill for the District of Columbia. That
bill included a number of important
amendments addressing congressional
concerns over crime and certain taxes.
It would be ironic if this House were to
give up legislative authority that it
found frequent need to exercise by
passing H.R. 3581.

Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to ob-
ject to this unanimous-consent re-
quest. In fact, I support the request be-
cause I look forward to a vigorous de-
bate and serious consideration by this
House.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. BLILEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding further to me.

Mr. Speaker, first I would concur; at
least three of the four pieces of legisla-
tion are indeed noncontroversial and
will be presented to my colleagues on
the floor of the House in a bipartisan
fashion.

With respect to the fourth piece of
legislation, the bill that will be con-
troversial, I simply say to my col-
league that I appreciate working with
him, and I look forward to a vigorous
discussion and debate to allow the
House to work its will on that piece of
legislation. I thank my colleague.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
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EXPRESSING CONTINUED SUPPORT
FOR THE TAIF AGREEMENT

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the Senate concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 129) expressing
continued support for the Taif Agree-
ment, which brought a negotiated end
to the civil war in Lebanon, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. GILMAN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to
object, but under the reservation I
yvield to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON], the distinguished
chairman of our Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and the Middle East.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 129, a resolution expressing con-
tinued support for the Taif Agreement,
which brought a negotiated end to the
civil war in Lebanon, and for other pur-
poses.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 129 is
almost identical to House Concurrent
Resolution 339, introduced in the House
of Representatives by our colleague
from Michigan, Mr. BONIOR, and co-
sponsored by the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR], and the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL]. I ap-
preciate their leadership in working to
help Lebanon and ensure that issues in-
volving Liebanon receives proper atten-
tion and consideration in the House.

Mr. Speaker, the Taif Agreement
concluded in 1989 was an important
document for Lebanon. It is not a per-
fect agreement in the eyes of many
Lebanese, but it is a compromise and it
provides the best hope for that country
which has endured so much pain and
conflict over the last two decades. The
Taif Agreement provides the basis for
promoting greater reconciliation, pace,
and security in Lebanon.

This resolution supports the Taif
Agreement and its full implementa-
tion. The resolution stresses three
points. First the resolution highlights
the importance of the withdrawal of
Syrian troops by the end of September
1992, from most of Lebanon and the re-
deployment of those Syrian troops to
the Biqa Valley as a prelude to com-
plete withdrawal from Lebanon. Sec-
ond, the resolution supports the devel-
opment of alternative means to ensur-
ing security in Beirut, including a UN
presence or another multinational
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force. Finally, the resolution urges the
holding of free and fair elections in
Lebanon, witnessed by international
observers, and conducted after a Syrian
withdrawal to the Biga Valley.

I urge adoption of this resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr., Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I am
pleased to support Senate Concurrent
Resolution 129, a resolution expressing
continued support for the Taif Agree-
ment, which brought a negotiated end
to the 16-year civil war in Lebanon,
and for other purposes.

Permit me to commend the distin-
guished chairman of our Europe and
Middle East Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],
as well as the distinguished majority
whip, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BonioRr] for their efforts in provid-
ing expeditious consideration of this
measure,

Mr. Speaker, as we all know, the Taif
Accord brought a negotiated end to 16
years of civil war in Lebanon. The pur-
pose of that historic agreememt was to
lead to full restoration of Lebanon's
sovereignty, independence, and terri-
torial integrity. Unfortunately, Syria
continues to maintain undue influence
upon the Government of Lebanon and
maintains over 40,000 troops in that
strife-ridden nation.

Under the Taif Agreement those
troops must be redeployed to the gate-
way of the Bakaa Valley by September
1992. This is the only possible way to
ensure free and fair elections in Leb-
anon.

This resolution calls upon Syria to
live up to its responsibilities, as articu-
lated in the Taif Agreement and urges
the consideration of alternatives to en-
suring Lebanese security, such as a
United Nations, or other multinational
means to guarantee an end to the vio-
lence that has plagued Lebanon for far
too long. In addition, it calls for free
and fair elections to be held in the
presence of international observers.

Mr. Speaker, this is an appropriate,
timely measure and accordingly, I urge
its unanimous adoption.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to
join my colleagues, LEE HAMILTON and BEN
GILMAN, in bringing this resolution to the
House floor. I'd like to thank the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee for acting so expeditiously.

Lebanon is emerging from years of terrible
civil war and foreign intervention. The world
must stand together with the people of Leb-
anon as they struggle to rebuild their country
and restore their sovereignty. The Taif Agree-
ment, which ended the bloodshed, must now
help Lebanon to full independence.

Under the Taif Agreement, Syria is sched-
uled to withdraw its armed forces to the Bekaa
Valley in September. The resolution before us
today calls upon Syria fo honor the terms of
the agreement.

This will allow truly free and fair elections to
take place without outside interference. It is
my sincere hope that soon, all foreign forces
will be removed from Lebanon, and true sov-
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ereignty will be achieved. | urge my col-
leagues to support passage of this resolution
to express our support for a free and inde-
pendent Lebanon.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | want to
salute my colleagues on the Foreign Affairs
Committee, Chairman FASCELL and Congress-
man HAMILTON, for expeditiously bringing this
resolution to the floor. Also to be commended
are Senators MITCHELL and DOLE for their
work in crafting this important resolution.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 129 is an im-
portant resolution which supports the Taif
Agreement and calls for further steps in bring-
ing a lasting peace to Lebanon.

Since 1975, when civil war caused wide-
spread destruction and paralyzed Lebanon,
we have witnessed the terrible agony of the
millions who were forced to flee. In recent
years, progress has been made to stop the
fighting, expand the authorities of the Govern-
ment, and fulfill the promises of the Taif
Agreement.

Before further progress can be achieved,
however, major decisions have to be made by
the Government of Syria if Damascus is truly
committed to peace. Lebanon can never truly
be sovereign if Syria continues to maintain
40,000 troops there. Free elections cannot be
held in areas of foreign military control. In a
sense, the ball is in Syria’s court, and | hope
that the Syrian military will withdraw their
forces to the Bekaa Valley by September—in
keeping with the Taif accords.

Resolving the longstanding Lebanon crisis
will also contribute to the Middle East peace
process and will clearly show that disputes
can never be resolved through the barrel of a
gun, but only through the process of negotia-
tions.

| know that the Lebanese-American commu-
nity has been saddened by the terrible devas-
tation of their motherland. | share their deep
concerns and hope that peace and stability
can return to that long-suffering nation.

| urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing this timely resolution.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 129, as
passed by the Senate. | appreciate my col-
league, Representative LEE HAMILTON, for his
seeking unanimous consent to bring this reso-
lution up and to urge its adoption today. | am
a cosponsor of the House companion resolu-
tion, House Concurrent Resolution 339, which
was introduced by Representative DaviD
BoNIOR, and which is cosponsored by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HamiLTON], and oth-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution calls for free
and fair democratic elections in Lebanon.

On October 22, 1989, the Arab League bro-
kered what is known as the Taif Agreement,
ending Lebanon's 16-year civil war. The Taif
Agreement is intended to lead to the full res-
toration of Lebanon's sovereignty, independ-
ence, and territorial integrity.

While Syria did assist in restoring peace in
Lebanon, that country still continues to exert
significant and perhaps inappropriate influence
upon the Government of Lebanon. It does so
in many ways, but none more effective than
keeping an estimated 40,000 Syrian troops
there—a presence not easy to ignore, and one
that does not lead to a true sense of inde-
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pendence, much less than Lebanon has been
or soon will be recognized as a sovereign na-
tion.

Under the Taif Agreement, Mr. Speaker, it
was clearly understood that Syria would with-
draw its troops to the gateway of Bekaa Valley
by September 1992, and the success of any
reforms under the agreement, and particularly
the scheduling of timely, free, and democratic
elections, depends solely upon that with-
drawal.

It stands to reason that truly free and fair
elections in Lebanon cannot take place in
areas of foreign military control, such as that
reflected by the presence of Syria's 40,000-
strong troop deployment.

It has been broadcast about, in the print
media and in other forums, that Syria remains
in Lebanon, and expects to remain in Leb-
anon, until after elections are held, and that
Syria’s remaining in Lebanon until then has
been decided based on a request from Leb-
anon’s Government. This is not true, and
should not be accepted by the United States
Government, but seen for what it is—Syria's
continued intent to remain in Lebanon for pur-
poses of influencing the outcome of those
elections—in direct contravention of the Taif
Agreement.

After 16 years in which Lebanon was bowed
down by civil strife, its economic Ccir-
cumstances deteriorated in the extreme.
Those 16 years saw the Lebanon pound
plunge to unprecedented levels against the
dollar, yet it managed to honor its financial
dues and obligations on loans from the United
States and other international organizations.

Lebanon has no debts in arrears with the
IMF or the World Bank with which it has had
dealings since 1955. Lebanon has paid in full
its foreign military sales loans to the United
States. Lebanon has honored and continues
to honor its housing loans from AID, and will
have paid all installments in full by the year
2000.

Lebanon, Mr. Speaker, is not a beggar na-
tion, but a proud one. Lebanon is not seeking
extraordinary economic assistance from the
United States, unlike some in the region.

With its history of honoring its debts to oth-
ers while being shackled by the economic
straitjacket brought about by a protracted civil
strife, a situation greatly exacerbated since
1985 by economic sanctions imposed by our
own Government and which remain in place
today, and in doing so causing Lebanon's so-
cial and human suffering to continue—it is
within all reasonable expectations for Lebanon
to hope that the United States Government
will call upon Syria to withdraw its presence
there, as agreed to under the Taif Agreement,
so that free and fair elections can be sched-
uled expeditiously.

Mr. Speaker, | call upon the Congress to ex-
press its continuing support for the Taif Agree-
ment, signed in 1988, and to call for Syria's
withdrawal of its troops to the gateway of the
Bekaa Valley not later than September 1992
as required by that agreement.

| further call upon my colleagues to urge the
Arab League to consider immediately the pos-
sible alternatives to ensuring security in Beirut
following the Syrian departure, including the
establishment of an Arab League presence in
Beirut if necessary.
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| call upon the Congress to urge the Gov-
ernment of Lebanon to hold elections only if
they can be free and fair, conducted without
outside interference and witnessed by inter-
national observers.

For Lebanon to attempt to reform its elec-
tion processes and to hold those elections as
agreed to under Taif, the Syrian presence
must be removed. To do otherwise, or even
seem to support a theory that first elections be
held as a condition for Syria’s withdrawal, is
counterproductive in the extreme, and most
assuredly there is little that would be free and
fair about elections held under those cir-
cumstances.

| call upon Congress to urge Lebanon's
Government to delay scheduling of its elec-
tions until Syria’s withdrawal, even as difficult
as it might be to take a position against elec-
tions there, because it has now become a
question of timing and a question of control
over those elections, which must be left in the
hands of only Lebanon—not her occupiers.

Mr. Speaker, as we continue in our quest
for peace in the Middle East, it is well to rec-
ognize that Lebanon has a huge stake in the
outcome of the peace talks now going for-
ward. So does Syria. Free and fair elections,
duly held under the Taif Agreement, are wide-
ly viewed as one of the key steps in the over-
all peace process. Hopefully, the peace talks
will produce a real peace and freedom in Leb-
anon as well.

As Americans, we recognize fully that truly
free and democratic elections require freedom
of speech and assembly, freedom of political
expression and party affiliation, freedom for
candidates to come forward without fear and
campaign, and that they have unimpeded ac-
cess to print and broadcast media, freedom of
movement, and, above all, guarantees of their
physical security.

It is understandable that the people of Leb-
anon would be more at ease and more as-
sured of those guarantees if Syria withdraws
in strict accordance with terms agreed to
under the Taif.

Lebanon expects nothing more, and nothing
less.

| strongly support the resolution calling for
free and fair elections in Lebanon, and | urge
its adoption.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

8. Con. REs. 129

Whereas Lebanon's sixteen-year civil war
finally was ended by the Taif Agreement,
brokered by the Arab League on October 22,
1989;

Whereas the Taif Agreement is intended to
lead to full restoration of Lebanon's sov-
erelgnty, independence, and territorial in-
tegrity;

Whereas Syria continues to exert undue in-
fluence upon the government of Lebanon and
maintains an estimated 40,000 Syrian armed
forces in Lebanon;

Whereas truly free and fair elections in
Lebanon will not be possible in areas of for-
eign military control;
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Whereas under the Taif Agreement the
Syrians must withdraw their armed forces to
the gateway of the Bekaa Valley by Septem-
ber 1992; and

Whereas the success of the Taif Agreement
depends upon timely Syrian withdrawal:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring)—

(1) expresses continuing support for the
Taif Agreement, signed in 1989;

(2) calls upon Syria to withdraw its armed
forces to the gateway of the Bekaa Valley in
September 1992, as required under the Taif
Agreement, and as a prelude to complete
withdrawal from Lebanon;

(3) urges immediate consideration of pos-
sible alternatives to ensuring security in
Beirut following the Syrian withdrawal, in-
cluding the establishment of a United Na-
tions or other multilateral presence in Bei-
rut, if necessary; and

(4) urges the government of Lebanon to
hold elections if they can be free and fair,
conducted after the Syrian withdrawal and
without outside interference, and witnessed
by international observers.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

e —

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 7T legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on Senate
Concurrent Resolution 129, the Senate
concurrent resolution just concurred
in.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 5518, DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1993

Mr. GORDON Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 513 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 513

Resolved, That during consideration of the
bill (H.R. 5518) making appropriations for the
Department of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1993, and for other purposes, all points
of order against provisions in the bill for
failure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI
are waived except as follows: beginning with
““Provided’’ on page 4, line 24, through page 5,
line 2; beginning on page 63, line 20, through
page 64, line 24; and beginning on page 67,
line 4, through line 16. Where points of order
are waived against only part of a paragraph,
a point of order against matter in the bal-
ance of the paragraph may be applied only
within the balance of the paragraph and not
against the entire paragraph. Unless other-
wise specified in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution, de-
bate on each amendment to title I or title II
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of the bill, and any amendments thereto,
shall be limited to twenty minutes. It shall
be in order to consgider the amendment print-
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resclution. Each amend-
ment printed in the report may be offered
only by the named proponent or a designee,
shall be considered as read when offered,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against amend-
ments printed in the report are waived. The
amendments specified in the report to be of-
fered by Representative Oberstar of Min-
nesota or his designee may be considered en
bloc. The amendments specified in the report
to be offered by Representative Obey of Wis-
consin or his designee may be considered en
bloc. The chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may recognize for the consideration of
the amendments printed in part 1 of the re-
port at any time, but not sooner than one
hour after the chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations announces from the floor a
request to the effect. The amendments print-
ed in part 1 of the report shall be considered
in the order printed. If both of the amend-
ments numbered 1 and 2 in part 1 of the re-
port are adopted, then only the second to be
adopted shall be considered as finally adopt-
ed and reported to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 513 waives all points of
order against provisions of the bill for
failure to comply with clauses 2 and 6
or rule XXI with three exceptions.

If a point of order is made against a
partially protected paragraph, the
point of order will apply only to that
portion of the paragraph which is un-
protected.

While this resolution does not limit
amendments, debate on each amend-
ment to title I and II of the bill, and
each amendment to an amendment, is
limited to 20 minutes.

All amendments printed in the report
which accompanies this rule shall be
considered as read and are debatable
for the time specified in the report
which is to be equally divided between
the proponent and an opponent. The
amendments printed in the report are
not subject to amendment, and are not
subject to a demand for a division of
the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of
order are waived against the amend-
ments printed in the report.

The amendments printed in the re-
port which are to be offered by Rep-
resentative OBERSTAR of Minnesota and
Representative OBEY of Wisconsin or
their designees shall be considered en
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bloc. The Michel and Obey amend-
ments are debatable for 60 minutes
each.

The amendments in part 1 of the re-
port—the Michel, Obey, and Tauzin
amendments—will be considered in the
order in which they are printed in the
report, and will be considered no soon-
er than 1 hour after the floor manager
announces the House his intention to
consider such amendments.

Finally, if both of the amendments
numbered 1 and 2 in part 1 of the report
are adopted, then only the second to be
adopted will be considered as adopted
and reported to the House.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman and mem-
bers of the Transportation Appropria-
tions Subcommittee and their staff
should be commended for bringing this
comprehensive bill to the floor. In con-
sidering this bill, the subcommittee re-
ceived testimony from hundreds of wit-
nesses which is contained in over 8 pub-
lished volumes totally over 8,300 pages.

Each year Chairman LEHMAN and his
subcommittee have the task of produc-
ing a bill which maintains the current
transportation system and provides for
new technologies which will make our
Nation’s transportation system inter-
modal, efficient and cost effective. This
year, all of this had to be achieved with
a much tighter budget.

Before I yield to my friend from
Ohio, Mr. MCEWEN, I would like to ac-
knowledge the chairman, BILL LEHMAN,
and ranking Republican on the sub-
committee, Mr. COUGHLIN. Both men
will be retiring at the end of this Con-
gress. They both will undoubtedly be
missed and have led their committee
well.

I would also like to express my sin-
cere thanks and gratitude to BILL LEH-
MAN. His friendship and advice have
been important to me, and I want him
to know how much I appreciate both.
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Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise
and join the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. GORDON] in support of this rule.

House Resolution 513 is an open rule
that will permit the House to consider
the Fiscal Year 1993 Transportation
Appropriation Act in a fair and open
manner.

I would like to recognize the fine
work of the chairman of the Rules
Committee, Mr. MOAKLEY, and the dis-
tinguished ranking member from New
York, Mr. SOLOMON, for their fine work
in crafting this rule that respects the
rights of the members of the House,
and permits us to effectively address
the many important issues encom-
passed by this appropriation measure.

As the gentleman from Tennessee has
described, following general debate, the
bill will be open to amendment. Points
of order are waived against six amend-
ment which are printed in the report,
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including the Obey amendment to
bring down the budget firewalls, and
the amendment of the minority leader,
Mr. MICHEL, to reaffirm our commit-
ment to deficit reduction.

The rule waives clause 2, rule XXI
against provisions of the bill, except
for three sections—one dealing with
the Office of Commercial Space Trans-
portation, section 328 continuing the
Collegiate Training Initiative Pro-
gram, and section 338 reducing random
drug testing.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that this
rule does not restrict the essential
right of the Republicans to offer a mo-
tion to recommit with instructions.
The rule also permits the minority
leader to offer his responsible alter-
native to tearing down the spending
firewalls. Finally, motions to strike
funding from this appropriations bill
are not restricted by the rule.

Again, 1 thank the chairman and
ranking member of the Rules Commit-
tee for their fine work.

This Transportation appropriations
bill is one of the most important meas-
ures that we deal with each year. Our
national infrastructure, especially our
transportation network, lies at the
very heart of our economic and inter-
national competitiveness.

The chairman and ranking member
of the Appropriations Subcommittee
on Transportation have each served
with tremendous distinction in this
body. We will greatly miss Chairman
LEHMAN and Mr. COUGHLIN, who have
decided that they will return to Flor-
ida and Pennsylvania respectively.

They have always worked exception-
ally hard in bringing excellent pieces
of legislation before us to effectively
meet the needs of our Nation. They
have consistently exercised fiscal re-
sponsibility, working within their
budget allocations, and prioritizing as
best they could. They have not only
protected our interests, but those of
our children and grandchildren, who
will inherit the national infrastructure
we build.

Chairman LEHMAN and ranking mem-
ber COUGHLIN have always been exceed-
ingly fair, and we will miss you both
greatly next year.

H.R. 5518 appropriates $13.036 billion
for transportation purposes, within the
602(b) budget allocation. This rep-
resents a decline of 8.8 percent from
last year’'s appropriations, is a mere .6
percent more than requested by the
President.

I do regret that one of the most im-
portant accounts within this bill, high-
way spending, is $1.2 billion below the
1992. Highways remain the primary ar-
teries of our great Nation. Highway
spending of $14.4 billion is $3 billion
below authorization and $2 billion
below the request.

Mr. Speaker, there is likely to be an
amendment offered to this bill to
eliminate the budget firewalls that
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were established in the 1990 budget deal
to establish spending ceilings for do-
mestic, defense, and foreign assistance
spending. The amendment will take
savings that we recently achieved in
the foreign aid appropriation, and shift
it to transportation programs.

Yes; this sounds appealing. For many
years, I have been a strong advocate of
using the highway and airport trust
funds for their intended purposes—to
improve infrastructure. It can and
should be done. I have always sup-
ported full funding for infrastructure
improvement.

However, we should not need to use
transportation as an excuse to elimi-
nate the last vestige of fiscal respon-
sibility that the 1990 budget agreement
established.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCEWEN. I am pleased to yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding.

The gentleman referred to eliminat-
ing the firewalls. I would ask the gen-
tleman, would it not be more accurate
to say that the Obey amendment does
not eliminate the firewalls; rather, it
opens and closes the door to permit one
specific amendment to be dealt with in
this House? Once that is dealt with, the
firewalls are back up and just as firm
as they always have been, and if any-
body tries to do something else to take
down the firewalls, it would require a
fight on this floor to accomplish that.

So I would respectfully suggest to my
friend that the Obey amendment does
not eliminate the firewalls. The fire-
walls will still be in place. It does in
the meantime open the door and then
closes the door just as quickly and just
as firmly.

Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman not
agree with me?

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely correct.

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MCEWEN. It lets the cow out of
the barn, and then it closes the door
behind the cow.

Mr. SHUSTER. And it keeps all the
other cows in the barn so they cannot
get out. But, of course, if the gen-
tleman is against highway spending, I
find it rather inconsistent that my
good friend would start his speech out
by saying we are not spending enough
money on highways and in fact refer to
the President and Mr. Darman, by the
way, who sent a letter up here com-
plaining that the Transportation Ap-
propriation Bill does not spend enough
money on transportation, and then we
try to correct that by taking money
away from foreign aid and spending it
on America’'s infrastructure, and we
find people with a Pavlovian response
opposed to it. I think that is inconsist-
ent, I would say to my good friend.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I am more than
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willing to yield because he makes his
point so well, and the question, very
simply, is this:

In October 1990, Mr. Darman and Mr.
Brady led the President into the
slaughter in which he made a deal with
this side of the aisle which said this:
‘“‘Mr. President, you said that if the
Congress pushed you would say no, and
if the Congress pushed for more taxes,
you would say no, and then when the
Congress pushed again, you would say,
‘Read my lips, no new taxes.'”

So Mr. Darman and Mr. Brady and
the leadership of the other side of the
aisle came with this marvelous pack-
age that said this: ‘“‘Mr. President, your
goal and desire is to keep the Govern-
ment out of the borrowing market, to
leave money out in the marketplace to
buy homes, and to buy automobiles,
and to buy refrigerators, and to de-
crease the deficit. So we have a deal
with you, Mr. President. If you will
just go back on your commitment for
no new taxes, if you will just allow this
to be crammed down your throat and
you will swallow this pill of no new
taxes, we have got a great deal for you.
Here is what we will do, Mr. President:
You are committed to two things: You
are committed to standing for freedom
and democracy internationally, and
you are committed to keeping America
free in the area of defense, and, of
course, we want to spend unlimited
amounts of money on domestic ideas.
So here is what we will do: We will cat-
egorize those in three specific areas,
and, Mr. President, we will put what
we will call caps—they are not floors;
they will be ceilings—we will put ceil-
ings on defense spending, and we will
put ceilings on domestic spending, and
we will put ceilings on foreign aid.
And, Mr. President, if you will allow
those taxes to go through, then any
savings that take place in defense, we
guarantee you, because we are commit-
ted to cutting defense as rapidly as
possible, that anybody that has got a
career in the Army, the Navy, or the
Air Force, we are committed to throw-
ing them out on the street as fast as we
can get there, as well as we can cancel
any programs.

“*And so, Mr. President, any savings
we make in defense, we promise not to
squander that in some domestic spend-
ing. We give our word that we will
build a firewall between those two
ideas, and, therefore, anything that is
saved in defense will go to the tax-
payer, it will go to reduce the deficit,
and it will go to reduce the borrowing,
and, Mr. President, we also know you
are committed to standing for freedom
and democracy around the world, and
we know you have reduced over the
last few years significantly the per-
centage of money going to aid those
causes, but if there is any savings also
in aid to Israel or any other area, that
any savings there also will not be
squandered on some inner-city program
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that has proven to be wasteful. We
guarantee you that that savings will go
directly to the taxpayer and to the def-
icit, and for that commitment we will
eatablish these firewalls.”

Now, this year, 2 years later, there
are some—and I will say to my good
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, that he is just like me, he has been
here long enough to know that they
“ain’t going to honor that commit-
ment.” As soon as they get the
taxes——

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? The gentleman re-
ferred to me.

Mr. MCEWEN. I am trying to respond
to the gentleman.

We knew that once they got their
taxes, they were going to go whole hog,
and that commitment and that prom-
ise, that promise that they would allow
those savings to go to the taxpayer,
once they got those taxes in 1990, come
1992, come July 1992, they were going to
take that money and they were going
to cut defense and they were going to
leapfrog and open the door and let that
savings not go to the taxpayer but
allow to go to domestic spending. And
then on foreign aid, with the bill we
just passed last week in which we saved
at least $800 million, rather than allow-
ing it to go to the taxpayer, we are
going to open the door and allow it to
go to domestic spending.
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Of course, it would not go to inner
city spending, it would go for some
very noble cause. And what is the most
noble cause? The gentleman knows
that my commitment has always been
as to what Government can and should
do, and that is for infrastructure. It is
to do the things that people cannot do
for themselves. It is to build highways,
bridges, and that sort of thing. So they
will do it for a very noble cause, and
they will do what? They will refuse to
abide by the commitment and the word
which they gave.

We said, you said, I said, we all said,
that, guaranteed in 1990, they are going
to come back in 2 years, and that is ex-
actly what they will do, and that is ex-
actly what they are trying to do at this
moment.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I think I
hear the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCEWEN] saying that the noblest of
causes is building America’s infrastroc-
ture, but today the gentleman is stand-
ing here opposing our doing that.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] knows
that is not what I said. I did not say I
oppose infrastructure at all. I just say
that you should abide by your word.
Having already snookered the Amer-
ican people, now the gentleman should
abide by it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN] for
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the so-called budget summit that
passed 2 years ago?

Mr. MCEWEN. Absolutely not.

Mr. SHUSTER. The gentleman voted
against it, and I voted against it.

Mr. MCEWEN. Absolutely, because
we know this would happen.

Mr. SHUSTER. So why should we
today support what was a bad deal then
and is a bad deal today?

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the rea-
son we support it now is because the
American taxpayer every April 15 has
to pay for that mistake, and I am going
to make sure that any savings that
take place goes back in their pocket
and not to increase spending, which
was part of the deal that we knew
would not be honored when the time
came.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we will have
ample time to get into all of this. I
support this rule, and urge Members to
join with me and the gentleman from
Tennessee in support of its passage. I
look forward to thoughtful consider-
ation of the Transportation bill, and I
again commend Mr. LEHMAN and Mr.
CoUGHLIN for their work. They have
left a lasting bright mark on this
House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes
to my friend, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I want to
thank the gentleman for his leadership
in the Committee on Rules and all
members on the Committee on Rules,
on both sides of the aisle, for giving us
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule. I only want to rise right now to
take a very small exception to the rule,
and it is probably the fault of some of
us who should have gotten to the Com-
mittee on Rules and made a more
forceful explanation of why we thought
one particular section should have been
protected from a point of order.

Mr. Speaker, I am referring to that
section of the bill, section 332, for
which the point of order was lodged es-
sentially by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. The Committee
on Rules enables the gentleman to
come to the floor with an amendment.
We are going to be debating that
amendment. I am not going to take the
time on the rule right now to debate
the merits of that amendment. All I
want to say, however, is that we ought
to correct something in the authoriza-
tion statute that has a dire con-
sequence for the appropriations of
money for our Federal Government.

In that particular section, in the
wake of the Pan Am 103 disaster, the
authorization committee, in its wis-
dom, included a section which would
require background criminal checks
and fingerprinting of all airline em-

July 9, 1992

ployees. That is 500,000 employees
throughout the United States.

Mr. Speaker, anyone who knows any-
thing about criminal background
checks and fingerprinting knows that
the value of work that would have to
be done to fingerprint and do criminal
background checks on all 500,000 airline
employees, from CEO’s down to ramp
and maintenance personnel, knows
that the Federal Government right
now does not have the staffing capable
of doing those background checks.

While the authorization bill did say
that the Government's work in back-
ground checks and fingerprinting
would be reimbursed by the airlines, we
know that there is no way that it
would be totally reimbursed. So speak-
ing not just for the Transportation Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, but the
other subcommittees on which I serve,
the Subcommittee on Commerce, Jus-
tice, State Department, and the Judici-
ary, we simply in these tight budget
times do not have the money to ramp
up the sections in both FAA and the
FBI that would be necessary to engage
in such a massive, massive check of
people and fingerprinting.

Mr. Speaker, with that sole excep-
tion, I rise in support of the rule and
recommend its adoption.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGH-
LIN], the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Transportation.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, the bill
the Subcommittee on Transportation
is bringing before us today is basically
a good bill, It is not everything all of
us might want. It is not everything
that I might want. It is a tough bill be-
cause we are under spending restraints
because of the budget deficit that we
have. Not every program that I would
like to see funded was funded at the
level that I would like to have seen.

Mr. Speaker, it is a good bill, but I
am going to vote against the rule and
I urge my colleagues to vote against
the rule because an amendment has
been allowed, the Obey amendment,
which is yet another example of the
chicanery that we used to get around
our own self-imposed limits on spend-
ing and the deficit.

Mr. Speaker, all of us would like to
spend more money on our transpor-
tation infrastructure, as well as many
other well-meaning programs. But we
have a problem. We have a problem of
a deficit that is eating us alive.

The Obey amendment would transfer
$400 million in foreign aid outlays to
transportation projects and this is a
clear violation of the 1990 budget agree-
ment, the law that we passed to help
control deficit spending. This con-
travenes the law which says any sav-
ings in the foreign aid category will be
applied to reducing the deficit, not to
other spending programs.

In addition, the $400 million in out-
lays transferred by the Obey amend-
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ment will result in some $2.6 billion in
increased budget and obligation au-
thority, further exacerbating the defi-
cit in future years.

Mr. Speaker, the tight spending lim-
its in the appropriations bill are not
the result of a dispute over favorite
programs between the authorizing and
appropriations committees. They re-
sult from tight budget allocations nec-
essary to restrain the deficit.

Regardless of the worthiness of the
spending programs, we should not
scrap the firewalls which provide the
only hope of using funds saved from de-
fense and foreign aid to reduce the defi-
cit rather than provide new spending.

Mr. Speaker, I do not understand how
any Member can say they give a hoot
about the deficit if they vote for the
Obey amendment. I am going to say
this again and again as we go through
this today. This is a travesty on the
budget process if we vote for the Obey
amendment.

Do we not have one ounce of courage
to resist the siren call of more spend-
ing? Not one ounce?

Do we not have one shred of shame
over the deficit we are leaving for our
children? Not one shred?

Do we not have one iota of honor for
the agreements we have made to con-
trol the budget deficit?

If we have one ounce of courage, if we
have one shred of shame, if we have one
iota of honor, then we have to vote
against the Obey amendment, and I
hope we will vote against the rule as
well that permits that amendment.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to
respond to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] by saying this:
The Obey amendment which I will offer
today is very, very simple. It simply
says that we will take $400 million in
outlays which my committee last week
cut out of foreign aid, and instead use
it to fund high priority job creation
programs in our own country by accel-
erating construction for highways and
accelerating construction for transit.

This amendment has absolutely no
effect on the deficit. It is a red herring
to pretend that if this money is not
used here, that it will be somehow ap-
plied to the deficit.

First of all, CBO will not score it
that way. Second, OMB will not score
it that way.

0 1120

I know, because last year I cut $135
million out of the foreign aid bill and I
tried to apply it to the deficit, and CBO
said, ‘““Sorry, fellows, nice try but it
does not work, because this money is
still available for expenditure for other
programs.”

Where is the money going to be spent
if it is not used here for job creation on
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our transportation programs? The Sen-
ate is set, the administration is set, to
wipe out the $1.3 billion in cuts which
we made last week in foreign aid and
put that money right back into the for-
eign aid bill. They want more military
aid for Turkey, they want more mili-
tary aid for Greece, they want more
military aid for Portugal, they want
more military aid for our NATO allies,
they want at least $1.3 billion in addi-
tional spending.

We eliminated the free lunch for our
NATO allies by saying, ‘‘No more are
you going to get give-away military as-
sistance for Uncle Sam."” We saved that
money.

The fact is, despite the fact that the
Michel amendment which will be of-
fered will pretend that that money will
be dedicated for deficit reduction,
under the budget rules it cannot be
done that way. You know that as well
as I do. We were told that last year by
CBO and OMB, who are the official
scorekeepers. We have no control over
that.

The second point I want to make is
that I have insisted that this amend-
ment be kept clean. There is not one
project in this amendment. There is
not 1 ounce of pork in this amendment.
However the money is spent, it will be
spent in accordance with the author-
ization bill of last year, and we have
insisted, despite numerous efforts, that
we keep all pork out of the amend-
ment, so the issue is very simple. If
you want to leave this money available
for the other body to glom onto to re-
store foreign aid, vote against the Obey
amendment. If you want to dedicate it
to job creation here at home, vote for
it

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
oppose this rule because it makes in
order an amendment to take unused
budget authority and spend it on trans-
portation. Based upon action already
taken in the House, it is clear that this
measure will add to the deficit.

Let there be no mistake about it—
this amendment is not going to cut one
cent from the foreign aid. The foreign
aid spending level was decided last
week in an appropriations bill.

What this amendment will do is force
the U.S. Treasury to borrow more
money from foreign banks to pay our
bills.

One month ago we debated, voted,
and were defeated on a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. It is a
grave matter to amend the Constitu-
tion, yet many of us felt it was this Na-
tion's only hope for fiscal responsibil-
ity.

We moved that legislation forward
knowing that it was the last desperate
step that we could take.
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There were several arguments
against this measure—many by the
supporters of the Obey amendment.
They said the President’s budget is not
balanced. They said that Congress can
balance the budget without an amend-
ment to the Constitution.

In the course of the debate one Mem-
ber stated that the balanced budget
amendment would add to the confu-
sion, add to the frustration, and add to
the public cynicism. The result, it was
said, would be less faith by the Amer-
ican people in the system.

Well, here we are—just 1 month after
defeating the balanced budget amend-
ment—and to nobody’s surprise, we are
busting the budget. I hope the Amer-
ican people are taking note.

In 1990 Congress and the President
negotiated a painful but necessary
budget agreement to protect ourselves
from measures such as this. At that
time the President was widely criti-
cized, especially from my side of the
aisle, for raising taxes in exchange for
limits on spending. Today we and the
American people have the opportunity
to see the proof of the President's lead-
ership and the failure of the Congress.

The Congress must live by its agree-
ments. We must balance the budget. I
urge my colleagues to vote no on the
rule, and no on the Obey amendment.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 addi-
tional minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
great deal of respect and affection for
the gentleman who just spoke, but I
would respectfully urge him to read the
amendment. If he reads the amend-
ment, he will see that it cannot add
one cent to the deficit. I read sub-
section (c):

The Congress reaffirms that the deficit re-
duction assigned to the Committees on Ap-
propriations in the 1993 Concurrent Budget
Resolution (H. Con. Res. 287) shall be
achieved. The total of the first four domestic
discretionary appropriations bills passed by
the House is $154 million below their outlay
targets. Additional savings are expected to
be made from the six remaining non-defense
bills. The Congress intends and commits that
the final appropriations bills for fiscal year
1993 sent to the President will fully comply
with their existing deficit reduction target.

That is the language of the amend-
ment. It makes quite clear the budget
resolution spending limits are not
changed one dime. We will fully com-
ply with them. We are required to do so
by the language of the amendment, so
there is no legal way that any dime can
be added to the deficit. I repeat, there
is no way under this amendment that
any dime can be added to the deficit.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER].

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], is it not true that if his amend-
ment passes we will be reducing spend-
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ing out of the general fund and will be
spending a like amount of money out
of the highway trust fund?

So we are not simply talking here,
and the gentleman makes an excellent
point, we are not talking about in-
creasing deficit spending. It is beyond
that. We are talking about reducing
general fund spending and spending the
money, a like amount, out of the trust
fund, which has enormous multibillion-
dollar balances.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, that is the
important point. I want to read from
the administration’s letter to show the
Members what will happen to this
money if we do not pass this amend-
ment. The administration’s letter to
the Congress last week reads as follows
on foreign aid:

The administration hopes that the bill will
move forward through the legislative process
so that necessary changes can be made to
gain administration support for final pas-
sage.

Among the changes they list is the
restoration of the $1.2 billion in cuts
which we made last week, and a res-
toration of the 3800 million in free
military aid which we ended in that
bill last week.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is a rule where it is
everything that is wrong with politics
and politicians in the view of the
American people. We often as politi-
cians lament the fact that we are not
trusted. This rule represents one of the
reasons why we are not trusted. We
cover up what we are doing with a lot
of gobbledygook on the floor, trying to
convince people that what we are doing
is not what we are doing, and what we
are not doing is what we are doing. It
just makes absolutely no sense and it
is the reason why people are just abso-
lutely disgusted with what they see
here.

Last week when the Committee on
Rules was on the floor with appropria-
tions bills attempting to keep the mi-
nority from even offering amendments
on bills, T said that I thought that they
were behaving like Nazis and they were
behaving like Bolsheviks and they were
behaving like slaverunners and so on. I
apologized for those remarks because 1
have decided here that I was wrong.
That is not the problem. The problem
is that the Democratic leadership and
the Committee on Rules that they con-
trol are so weak and pathetic that they
cannot stand up for honor and they
cannot stand up for law.

The fact is that we are operating
here under an agreement that was
made with the President of the United
States back in 1990.
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The President of the United States
has suffered a good deal politically
both in the primary season and
throughout this political year for hav-
ing broken his word, and it is received
by the American people as he having
said, ““No new taxes,’”’ and then going
back on it. And the Democrats are de-
lighted with the fact that the Presi-
dent is suffering that way, and in fact
have even had the gall to use it against
him in a couple of instances.

And do the Democrats want to suffer
at all for that? No. Whenever the deal,
whenever the question of honor comes
up for them they simply change it.
There is no honor. We are not to be
trusted. Everything you said in that
agreement is being broken right here
in this rule.

What we are saying here is that there
is no law which is enforceable because
it can be done away with by the Rules
Committee in the House of Representa-
tives. There is no word of honor that is
too sacred to break, and we can break
it with any rule we want to pass in the
House of Representatives.

That is just wrong, and we have got
to do something better than what we
are doing here.

Now I am not talking about the ap-
propriations process. I will say to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]
for whom I have the deepest respect
and affection, and for my friend, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COUGHLIN] they have tried their best to
bring a bill to the floor which works
within the limits that they were given,
and I think that they have done on the
whole a pretty good job. And I thank
them for the work that they did.

What we have here though is a case
where a subcommittee chairman who
just a week or so ago did not want any
amendments to his bill brought to the
floor, now comes back with an amend-
ment to their bill which totally breaks
the agreement that was made with the
President of the United States. I just
do not understand why the Rules Com-
mittee cannot stand up for what their
leadership had told us they would do
just a matter of a few months ago. Why
can you not at least have the guts to
stand up for real deficit reduction and
for the budget process? But that is not
happening.

And then to hear that there is no
pork in this, that there are no projects
and so on. Let me tell you what the
Members are being told. The Members
are being told that unless you vote for
the Obey amendment there probably
will not be enough money available to
do your project that you got in the au-
thorization bill last year. So to suggest
that this is going to follow the author-
ization process, oh, yes, it may. But
the fact is that what the Members are
being individually told is you probably
have to vote for this in order to get
your project that was in last year’s au-
thorization bill.
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Now do not tell me what is going on
here. Once again we weasel a word, we
use gobbledy-gook. It is a shame we are
breaking out past the budget agree-
ment. This rule should be defeated, the
previous question should be defeated,
and obviously the Obey amendment
should be defeated.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Members are reminded to
refrain from characterizing the actions
or motivations of other Members of the
House.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I find it a great irony
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
who comes to this floor almost daily
ranting and raving about having the
opportunity to debate more, to open up
issues to discuss, now comes today and
says no, please, let us not talk about
some element of this bill. No, cut off
debate. No, we cannot talk about that.
We cannot talk about a bill that I
voted against a few years ago, a great
irony indeed.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks a
minute ago. This gentleman does be-
lieve that we ought to have wide-rang-
ing debate in the House. But this gen-
tleman also believes that we have an
obligation to the rules that you adopt.
I do not vote for the rules; you do.

And the point is that what you are
doing is doing an end run around your
own rules process, an end run about the
law, and an end run around the word
given by your leadership to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Now I think that those guestions of
honor ought also to be addressed, and I
do come out here. I think we ought to
have a very open debate, and the fact is
the Obey amendment would not be eli-
gible under the regular processes of the
House, an open rule. If you had brought
us just a simple open rule to the floor,
we could have had the broadest-ranging
debate on what the gentleman from
Florida and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania are bringing us. But no, you
crafted a rule that goes even further
than that, that breaks your honor, that
breaks your word, that breaks your
law, and breaks your own rules, and
that is wrong.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded not to characterize
the actions or motivations of other
Members of the House.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, once again the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania gets it
wrong. The Rules Committee does not
set the rules for this House, this House
does, this body will set the rules with
the majority vote which we will soon
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have. Once again the gentleman is
WIrong.

Once again the gentleman shows that
he defines an open debate as a debate
on matters that he wants to discuss,
not that the House wants to discuss.
So, once again we see that he is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I long for
the day when I hear the gentleman
from Pennsylvania offer a contribution
to the debate of this House which ele-
vates the debate rather than doing
something else with it.

But I simply want to say that when
someone suggests that it is an offense
of honor for Members of Congress to
want to reduce spending in foreign
countries and use that to create jobs
here at home, I find that definition of
honor to be quaint indeed.

The fact is that this amendment is
very simple. It simply says let us bring
a little bit of the money home that we
are spending abroad and use it to re-
spond to our own economic problems.

Last week we were told that we had
added another 150,000 people to the un-
employment rolls in this country. This
institution has an obligation to do
something other than to offer incense
to a budget agreement that was de-
signed 2 years ago before this country’s
economy went into the toilet.

It is about time that we recognize
that the economy has changed, that
our requirements have changed, and we
need to change with them.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I am glad to yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN].

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to respond to the gentleman from
Wisconsin and say that what we are
concerned about is honoring the budget
agreement. This does not honor the
budget agreement. There is no question
about the fact that this takes money
from one category under the budget
agreement and puts it in another. That
is not honoring the budget agreement.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
much prefer to honor our obligation to
put American citizens to work than to
be worrying and to put on an account-
ant’s eye shade and blindly adhering to
an agreement which is 2 years out of
date and needs adjustment. This re-
tains the firewalls. It makes a tiny ad-
justment in them, and I see nothing
whatsoever wrong with that.

Mr. COUGHLIN. I am glad we have
admitted we have not honored the
budget eement.

I\?Irg? MagéWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

Mr, BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.
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Mr. Speaker, the reason we have high
unemployment is because the private
sector does not have the capital nec-
essary for expansion to create jobs. It
is because of the regulation the Federal
Government continues to put on the
back of the businessman and the entre-
preneur that his counterparts overseas
do not have to deal with.

We pass those regulations. The bu-
reaucracy puts those regulations on
the businessman. We are the ones that
take the money away from him in
higher taxes, and that is why they can-
not create jobs.

The way to get control of the eco-
nomic problem we have today is to cut
spending and apply the cuts in spend-
ing to deficit reduction.

I do not know how many of my col-
leagues have read this, but this is the
state of the economy as put out by sev-
eral Government agencies. I want my
colleagues to see this. The growth in
Federal debt, right now we are at $4
trillion plus in debt. The interest on
the national debt is over $300 billion a
year. If Members look at the projec-
tions for the next 8 years, it shows that
we will be $13.5 trillion in debt if we do
not get control of our appetite for
spending.

That is why these kinds of rules are
so bad, because they put in report lan-
guage that you cannot get to, and addi-
tional pork barrel projects and waste-
ful spending that these guys want to
take back home to their districts so
that they can get reelected.
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Let me just give you some other in-
formation. A lot of my colleagues say,
““Well, as long as GNP to debt is OK, we
are going to be all right." The fact of
the matter is that that is a percentage
of our gross national product, and that
is what we collectively produce in this
country, and that was 33 percent in
1980. It is 57 percent today. That means
we are incurring so much debt that no
matter how much we produce as a na-
tion, we are not going to be able to sur-
vive economically in the next 10 years
if we do not get control of spending in
this place.

In this bill we have 52 demonstration
projects that are in the report lan-
guage that are going to cost $152 mil-
lion. Ten years ago, in 1982, we had 10
total projects totaling $386 million.
Last year we had 85 billion in dem-
onstration projects scattered over the
next 5 years, and today we are adding
to that another $153 million.

Those are all special pork-barrel
projects going back home to their dis-
trict so that guys can say, “Look what
I did for you,” and then they get re-
elected.

This deficit is out of control. It is out
of control. If we do not get control of
it, our kids are going to really reap the
whirlwind.

Do you know what the interest on
the Federal debt is going to be by the
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year 2000, and that is just 8 years from
now, well, it is 7% years from now?
Right now the interest on the debt we
are paying is $304 billion a year. That
is the biggest expense in the budget,
bigger than health insurance, health
care, bigger than the military, it is big-
ger than anything, just the interest.
That is just the interest.

Do you know what it is going to be in
T4 years if we do not change? I will tell
you that most appropriations are high-
er than last year. It is going to be $1.2
trillion.

I know that these figures are so large
that the American people and many of
my colleagues cannot comprehend it,
but let me just tell you this: It will
take more than 100 percent of all the
personal income taxes paid in this
country just to pay the interest on the
debt in T2 years.

What does that mean? It means that
we will not be able to pay the interest
on the debt, so the Federal Reserve
Board is going to have to get rid of the
cause of the interest. That means that
they are going to have to pay off part
of the debt. If we are at $13 trillion in
debt, they are going to have to say that
we are going to have to print more
money to pay off half the debt to cut
the interest down, because we will not
have to pay interest on the part that
we do not owe.

So if they put $6.5 trillion in new cur-
rency into the system, do you know
what that will do to people on Social
Security, on fixed incomes and every-
body else? They will have plenty of
money, but it will not buy anything.
You will be paying $20 for a loaf of
bread or worse.

We have got to get control of spend-
ing around here.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this is basically a pret-
ty fair rule. It accomplishes and it pro-
tects as many efforts as were made to
prevent legislating on an appropriation
act. It gives the minority an oppor-
tunity for a motion to recommit stat-
ing our cause.

As the debate has centered here on
the rule, it is a very cleverly crafted
amendment. It is an amendment that
absolutely appeals to the heart of
many of us, that is, we believe Govern-
ment should do a limited number of
things, and one of the things that it
can do is to increase our productivity
by increasing our infrastructure.

It is something that has been tre-
mendously reduced over the last dec-
ade. During the 1960's and early 1970’s,
there was a tremendous increase in in-
frastructure. America’s competitive-
ness increased dramatically.

And now, as we face the 1990’s, we see
a crumbling of that infrastructure.

I am strongly, strongly committed to
seeing that that happens. That is why
I oppose every year the effort to put
caps on the trust funds. Nine cents out
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of every gallon of gasoline that is pur-
chased at a pump every day, every time
you buy a gallon of gasoline, 9 cents
goes in the trust fund for highways.
Every time you purchase an airline
ticket, 8 percent goes into the airport
trust fund. Both of those funds are very
massive. There are tremendous
amounts of money in those funds for
the very purpose for which we have
paid the taxes, and that is what we
ought to do.

Therefore, when the amendment is
suggested that we take money from
foreign aid and use it for that purpose,
it pulls at the very heart of many of us
that believe that as one of the handful
of things that Government should be
doing and of which we should be doing
more; however, when we are speaking
of domestic spending, we think of ev-
erything that is being spent domesti-
cally.

In the three categories of which the
agreement was made in which the
words were given, in which many of us
sat here very skeptical and said that
the day will come in mid-1991-92, “You
watch, every dime that we save from
tearing down the walls in Berlin, every
dime we save from bringing troops
home from Europe, every dime we save
from canceling the B-2 bomber and the
other defense programs, there will be
an effort to break down that firewall
and continue the spending and increas-
ing the deficit,” and every dime that is
saved in foreign aid, just as we did just
last week, whether it be $800 million or
$1.2 billion, that every effort to save
money from foreign aid will not go
back to the taxpayer and the deficit,
but it will go for a purpose.

Now, in this middle purpose, you can
choose anything you want, but natu-
rally, it is just like at the local level
when you want to increase taxes, what
do you increase taxes for, only one
thing, it is always for schools. Every
time you want to increase local prop-
erty taxes, always for schools. And so
when you want to increase spending on
a domestic level, we are not going to
talk about the tea tasters down at the
Department of Commerce that have
been there since 1883 still testing tea or
whatever it is that they do, we are not
going to talk about those programs
this Congress refused to cut.

We are going to talk about one of the
most responsible, necessary items that
America needs to be involved in, and
that is making sure our crumbling
highways are working, our airports
that are overcrowded and way behind
development are progressing.

And so, therefore, this amendment is
s0 clever. It is so good. It is so noble. It
is something that I would strongly,
strongly support, increasing the spend-
ing for the domestic level, but I do not
want to destroy the package, that is, I
want the deficit’s benefit to go to the
taxpayers and, therefore, this firewall
that is established here was given our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

word. Now what do people say? *Well,
we are only tearing down the firewall
for a little bit. We are going to just let
the fire in for a little bit, and then
after the fire takes off and consumes
the $1.2 billion of America’s tax dol-
lars, we are going to build a firewall
back up until the next time we need
itl-ii

There are only three categories: de-
fense, foreign aid, and domestic. We
went through this fight with defense.
We are now going through it with for-
eign aid.

If anyone has any word at all, if any-
one has any belief in the word that
they gave in 1990 that if they would
only get more taxes from the pocket-
books of the American people, we
promise to not increase spending; that
was the word that was given, and we
should honor it today by opposing the
Obey amendment when it comes before
us.

In the meantime, I say we should
support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just quickly
agree with my friend, the gentleman
from Ohio, in his categorization of this
rule as a fair rule.

I think that anytime you have a bill
on the floor there are going to be some
amendments that could very well be
controversial. That is the case today.

In this body we will have the oppor-
tunity, in fair and open debate, to
make that determination so we can
deal with the amendments as they
come forward, but for right now, I
agree with my friend from Ohio that
this is a fair rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER].

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard much
today about honor and honoring our
commitments.

I would point out that we have made
a commitment to the American people,
and that was that we told them, “When
you pay your gasoline tax dollars into
the highway trust fund, and you pay
your aviation tax into the aviation
trust fund,” we said, ‘““we are going to
spend that money to improve highways
and to improve aviation.” So we have a
trust with the American people.

Unless we spend the money that is
there, we are not keeping our trust
with the American people.

In conclusion, I say: Which is better,
to keep our trust with the American
people or to supposedly honor here an
agreement that was a bad agreement
when it was made? Many of us voted
against it then. It was bad then. It is
bad now.

Let us honor our commitment to the
American people and spend highway
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and aviation trust fund dollars where
the money is supposed to be spent.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

The question is on ordering the pre-
vious question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 269, nays
149, not voting 16, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 277)
YEAS—269

Abercrombie Davis Hayes (LA)
Alexander de la Garza Hertel
Anderson DeFazio Hoagland
Andrews (ME) DeLauro Hochbrueckner
And (NJ) Dell Horn
Andrews (TX) Derrick Horton
Annunzio Dickinson Hoyer
Anthony Dicks Hubbard
Applegate Dingell Huckaby
Aspin Dixon Hughes
Atkins Donnelly Jacobs
AuCoin Dooley Jefferson
Bacchus Dorgan (ND) Jenkins
Bateman Downey Johnson (8D)
Bennett Durbin Johnston
Berman Dwyer Jones (GA)
Bevill Dymally Jones (NC)
Bilbray Early Jontz
Blackwell Eckart Kanjorski
Boehlert Edwards (CA) Kaptur
Borski Edwards (TX) Kennedy
Boucher Emerson Kennelly
Boxer English Kildee
Brewster Erdreich Kleczka
Brooks Espy Kolter
Browder Evans Kopetski
Brown Fascell Kostmayer
Bruce Fazio LaFalce
Bryant Feighan Lancaster
Bustamante Fish Lantos
Byron Flake LaRocco
Campbell (CO) Foglietta Laughlin
Cardin Ford (MI) Lehman (CA)
Carper Ford (TN) Lehman (FL)
Carr Frank (MA) Levin (MI)
Chandler Frost Levine (CA)
Chapman Gaydos Lewis (GA)
Clay Gejdenson Lipinski
Clement Gephardt Lloyd
Clinger Geren Long
Col (TX) Gibb Lowey (NY)
Collins (IL) Glickman Luken
Collins (MI) Gonzalez Manton
Comb Gord Markey
Condit Guarini Martinez
Cooper Hall (OH) Matsui
Costello Hall (TX) Mavroules
Cox (IL) Hamilton Mazzoll
Coyne Hammerschmidt McCurdy
Cramer Harris MeDermott
Darden Hayes (IL) McGrath
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McHugh Penny Smith (IA)
MeMillen (MD) Perkins Spratt
McNulty Peterson (FL) Staggers
Mfume Peterson (MN) Stallings
Michel Petri Stark
Miller (CA) Pickett Stenholm
Mineta Pickle Stokes
Mink Poshard Studds
Moakley Price Swett
Molinari Quillen Swift
Mollohan Rahall Synar
M Y R 1 Tallon
Moody Reed Tanner
Moran Richardson Tauzin
Mrazek Roe Thomas (GA)
Murphy Roemer Thornton
Murtha Rose Torres
Nagle Rostenkowski Torricelli
Natcher Rowland Towns
Neal (MA) Roybal Traficant
Neal (NC) Russo Unsoeld
Nowak Sabo Valentine
Oakar Sanders Vento
Oberstar Sa i Visclosky

Sarpalius Volkmer
Olin Sawyer Waters
Olver Schiff Waxman
Ortiz Schroeder Weiss
Orton Schumer Wheat
Owens (NY) Serrano Whitten
Pallone Sharp Williams
Panetta Shuster Wilson
Parker Sikorski Wise
Pastor Skaggs Wolpe
Patterson Skeen Wyden
Payne (NJ) Skelton Yates
Payne (VA) Slattery Yatron
Pease Slaughter Young (FL)
Pelosi Smith (FL)

NAYS—149
Allard Gunderson Pursell
Allen Hancock Ramstad
Armey Hansen Ravenel
Baker Hastert Ray
Ballenger Hefley Regula
Barrett Henry Rhodes
Barton Herger Ridge
Beilenson Hobson Rinaldo
Bentley Holloway Ritter
Bereuter Hopkins Roberts
Bilirakis Houghton Rogers
Bliley Hunter Rohrabacher
Boehner Hutto Ros-Lehtinen
Broomfield Hyde Roth
Bunning Inhofe Roukema
Burton Ireland Santorum
Callahan James Saxton
Camp Johnson (CT) Schaefer
Campbell (CA) Johnson (TX) Scheuer
Coble Kasich Schulze
Coleman (MO) Klug Sensenbrenner
Conyers Kolbe Shaw
Coughlin Kyl Shays
Cox (CA) Lagomarsino Sisisky
Crane Leach Smith (NJ)
Cunningham Lewis (CA) Smith (OR)
Dannemeyer Lewis (FL) Smith (TX)
DeLay Lightfoot Snowe
Doolittle Livi Sol
Dornan (CA) Machtley Spence
Dreier Marlenee Stearns
Duncan Martin Stump
Edwards (OK) McCandless Sundquist
Engel McCollum Taylor (MS)
Ewing McCrery Taylor (NC)
Fawell MecDade Thomas (CA)
Fields McEwen Thomas (WY)
Franks (CT) MeMillan (NC) Upton
Gallegly Meyers Vander Jagt
Gallo Miller (OH) Vuecanovich
Gekas Miller (WA) Walker
Gilchrest Moorhead Walsh
Gillmor Morella Weber
Gilman Morrison Weldon
Gingrich Myers Wolf
Goodling Nichols Wylie
Goss Nussle Young (AK)
Gradison Packard Zeliff
Grandy Paxon Zimmer
Green Porter
NOT VOTING—16

Ackerman Barnard Hatcher
Archer Bonior Hefner
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Lent Oxley Traxler
Lowery (CA) Riges Washington
McCloskey Savage
Owens (UT) Solarz
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Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. ENGEL, and

Mr. RAY changed their wvote from
“yea” tO “nﬂ-y-"

Messrs. DAVIS, PETRI, and OWENS
of New York changed their vote from
“nay’ to “yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks, and that I may include extra-
neous and tabular material, on H.R.
5518, the bill about to be considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

——

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1993

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5518) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1993, and for other purposes; and pend-
ing that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate
be limited to 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COUGHLIN] and myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEH-
MAN].

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 5518, with
Mr. BOUCHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the bill was
considered as having been read the first
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] will
be recognized for 30 minutes and the
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gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CoUGHLIN] will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to sub-
mit for the consideration of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House the bill,
H.R. 5518, making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for fiscal year 1993.

Before I get into the details of this
particular bill, let me express my ap-
preciation to the Members who serve
on the transportation appropriations
subcommittee. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CARR], the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
PRICE], and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. COLEMAN] all provided valuable in-
sight and perspective during the 4-
month in-depth review we gave to Fed-
eral transportation programs and poli-
cies during our hearing process. It is
my privilege and good fortune to serve
with them.

The subcommittee minority mem-
bers are also very special. We are
pleased to have on the subcommittee,
as an ex officio member, the ranking
minority member of the full Appropria-
tions Committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE]. The gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] and
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]
have both been on the subcommittee
for several years, and display deter-
mination and a strong commitment to
a safe and effective transportation sys-
tem for this Nation. I believe we are as
bipartisan as a committee can be, and
I appreciate very much the hard work
of every member. The bill before you
today is a bipartisan one.

Let me now make special mention of
our ranking minority member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, COUGH-
LIN], who has for many years spent
long hours in hearings doing the dif-
ficult and time-consuming work of our
committee, As a result of this tireless
effort, he has developed a strong and
comprehensive understanding of our
transportation programs and policies.
With this bill, LARRY and I have now
had the honor to bring before this
body, on behalf of the committee, 10
regular transportation appropriations
bills. We have served together on the
subcommittee since 1979. I have the
highest admiration for his knowledge,
dedication, and character, and 1 want
him to know of my sincere apprecia-
tion for his work over these many
years. He is a class act, and he is my
special friend. The House will lose one
of its greatest, most valuable Members
when LARRY retires at the end of this
Congress.

Now I want to thank our full com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
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Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] for his ef-
forts on our behalf. As he often re-
minds us, our Nation's public works
represent the real and lasting wealth of
this country. Our transportation sys-
tem has served our country well—and
we must continue to preserve and en-
hance it.

Mr. Chairman, in preparation for this
bill the committee reviewed 2,247 pages
of budget and grant justification docu-
ments and developed a hearing record
contained in six published volumes
amounting to 6,068 pages. Testimony
was received from hundreds of wit-
nesses in over 8 weeks of hearings. Re-
quests were received from a large num-
ber of Members of Congress represent-
ing all geographic areas of this Nation.

SUMMARY OF THE BILL

Let me take a brief moment to sum-
marize the bill. In total, it provides
spending for Federal transportation
programs of about $35.1 billion, of
which approximately $13 billion is new
budget authority, $2.6 billion is for
highway programs exempt from the
Federal aid-highways obligation limi-
tation, and $19.2 billion is comprised of
various limitations on contract author-
ity obligations.

In total obligational authority, the
bill is $369 million below the amount
provided in the Transportation and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act in
fiscal year 1992.

BUDGET RESOLUTION TARGET

I would direct the Members’' atten-
tion to page 185 of the committee re-
port, which shows that this bill does
not exceed our section 602(b) allocation
for discretionary budget authority or
outlays. As the Members know, under
the Budget Act, the committee is pro-
vided a lump sum allocation pursuant
to section 602(a), and the Appropria-
tions Committee then subdivides that
among its 13 subcommittees. The 602(b)
totals are within the limits set forth in
the 1990 budget summit agreement
with the White House. Let me repeat:
This is a fiscally responsible bill which
meets the requirements of the House-
passed budget resolution in both dis-
cretionary budget authority and out-
lays.

BUDGET REQUEST

Mr. Chairman, some Members here
will undoubtedly feel that this bill is
inadequate because it provides less
funding than the President requested
for highways. Let me point out to
those Members that the funding avail-
able for transportation spending is less
than last year, and less than the out-
lays in the President’s budget. Some of
you may recall my ‘“‘Dear Colleague’
letter of March 18, 1992, in which I ad-
vised Members that without passage of
the firewalls bill—H.R. 3732—we would
not be able to provide funding for high-
ways even close to the levels approved
in the Surface Transportation Act. The
House did not bring down the fire-
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walls—and now we are faced with the
consequences of that decision, as I fore-
warned.

But let me also point out that the
President’s budget was only able to in-
clude large growth—$1.6 billion—in the
highway program by making dramatic
reductions in two other areas which
have historically been rejected by the
Congress: Amtrak and mass transit.
The cuts proposed by the administra-
tion would result in the termination of
Amtrak and pose an additional finan-
cial burden on mass transit systems in
our urban areas. This body has over-
whelmingly rejected past proposals to
shut down Amtrak, and I see little sen-
timent to do that now that Amtrak is
improving its financial performance.
Seeing the lack of transportation alter-
natives, the economic problems, and
recent social unrest in our inner cities,
it makes no sense to cut transit spend-
ing so low that cities are forced to
raise fares, cut bus routes, and reduce
service.

I would have preferred additional
funding for highways. I know addi-
tional funds are needed to solve the se-
rious economic development, conges-
tion, and safety problems facing us in
many States. However, as I have stated
in past years, we have the responsibil-
ity to provide a balanced transpor-
tation system within the funding avail-
able. All segments of our transpor-
tation system are vital to the prosper-
ity of this country. The bill before you
restores funding for a balanced trans-
portation system. This was not easy to
accomplish.

SELECTED MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

With respect to the major rec-
ommendations in this bill, I would call
the attention of the Members to pages
2 and 3 of the report. A table compar-
ing the bill to fiscal year 1992 and the
President's request appears beginning
on page 188 of the report. The major
highlights of this bill include:

First, a 2-percent increase in total
FAA funding—$162 million more than
last year’s level. This includes $1.8 bil-
lion for grants-in-aid for airports, $4.5
billion for FAA operations—a 4-percent
increase—and $2.4 billion for facilities
and equipment—a 2-percent increase.

Second, obligational authority of
$17.1 billion for Federal-aid highways
and exempt programs, an increase of
$100 million over fiscal year 1992;

Third, funding for the Mass Transit
Formula Grant Program at a level of
$1.8 billion;

Fourth, obligations of not to exceed
$1.6 billion for the Discretionary
Grants Program of the Federal Transit
Administration, including $320 million
for buses and bus facilities, $640 million
for fixed guideway modernization, and
$640 million for new systems;

Fifth, $405 million for grants to the
National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion [Amtrak], which is $208 million
above the level for comparable ex-
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penses in the President’'s budget re-
quest;

Sixth, funding of $120 million for op-
erations and research activities of the
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, a reduction of $2.5 mil-
lion from the fiscal year 1992 level;

Seventh, an increase of $58.2 mil-
lion—2 percent—over the fiscal year
1992 appropriation for overall Coast
Guard funding, excludlng Department
of Defense funding; and

Eighth, funding of $1656 million for
construction of the Washington, DC,
metrorail system, an increase of $41
million over the fiscal year 1992 level.
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

Mr. Chairman, for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Secretary of
Transportation, the bill provides a
total of $63 million, which is less than
the fiscal year 1992 enacted level. In ad-
dition, office-by-office dollar break-
downs are specified in the bill as has
been one in the past. The bill also pro-
vides an obligation limitation of $38.6
million, as requested in the budget, for
payments to air carriers and $111.9 mil-
lion for GSA rental payments.

Payments to air carriers. With re-
spect to the ‘“‘payments to air carriers”
appropriation, the committee has tried
to strike a fair balance between the
transportation needs of rural America
and the need to rid this program of the
excess subsidies that have taken place
in the past. The committee remains
concerned over the continuing high
levels of subsidy in this program.
Therefore, the bill continues a limita-
tion against expanding the program
unless certain criteria are met, or for
upgrading service levels.

COAST GUARD

With respect to the Coast Guard, we
recommend a total program level of
$3.56 billion. Including $206.6 million to
be transferred from the Department of
Defense, this total level is $58 million
more than the total Coast Guard pro-
gram level for fiscal year 1992. The bill
specifies that $48.8 million be derived
from the oilspill liability trust fund,
which was established by the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990.

Operating expenses. For Coast Guard
operating expenses, the bill provides a
program level of $2.5 billion for fiscal
year 1993, including $156.6 million to be
transferred from the Department of De-
fense for the defense readiness activi-
ties of the Coast Guard. This total
amount is $39 million, or 2 percent,
more than the amount appropriated for
similar activities in fiscal year 1992, It
is $102 million below the budget re-
quest. The reduction from the budget
request is primarily due to budget con-
straints, and the committee has tar-
geted many of the reductions to areas
in which the Coast Guard could reduce
or eliminate the impact by making
management changes or other program
efficiencies.

Acquisition, construction, and im-
provements. For acquisition, construc-
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tion, and improvements, we are rec-
ommending an appropriation of $384
million for fiscal year 1993. The total
program level is comprised of $104.5
million for vessels; $122.5 million for
shore and aids to navigation facilities;
$53.4 million for aircraft; $67.6 million
for other equipment; and $36.5 million
for personnel. The recommended level
includes funding to begin procurement
of a new coastal buoy tender, continue
the 210-foot cutter overhaul, and con-
tinue the procurement of essential
search and rescue and drug interdiction
helicopters. The recommended Ilevel
provides sufficient funding to allow the
highest priority, most well justified
projects to proceed.

Alteration of bridges. The bill also
includes $11 million to alter or remove
bridges that may be unreasonable ob-
structions to the waterborne commerce
of the United States. This sum will
support the alteration of five railroad
and highway bridges over the Mis-
sissippi, Pascagoula, and Brunswick
Rivers.

Retired pay. The sum of $519.7 mil-
lion, as requested in the 1993 budget,
would be appropriated for the pay of re-
tired military personnel of the Coast
Guard and Coast Guard Reserve. This is
based on an average of 27,293 personnel
on the retired rolls.

Reserve training. For reserve train-
ing, the bill provides a program level of
$74.1 million, including $50 million to
be transferred from the Department of
Defense. This is approximately the
same as provided in fiscal year 1992,
and will provide for a Ready Reserve of
18,500, including a Selected Reserve of
10,850.

Research, development, test, and
evaluation. The bill includes $27.9 mil-
lion for the applied scientific research,
development, test, and evaluation
projects necessary to maintain and ex-
pand the technology required for the
Coast Guard's operational and regu-
latory missions. This is a $1.2 million,
4-percent decrease from the fiscal year
1992 level.

Boat safety. For the State rec-
reational boating safety program, we
have included $30 million, which is $5
million less than the level provided for
fiscal year 1992.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

For the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, we are recommending a total
program level of 89 billion, including a
$1.8 billion limitation on the use of
contract authority for fiscal year 1993.
This is $162 million—or 2 percent—
more than the fiscal year 1992 level.
While this is larger than many other
parts of the bill, I believe it is essential
to continue safe operation of the air
traffic control system, continue mod-
ernization of the national airspace sys-
tem, improve our airports, and con-
tinue important safety regulatory and
research initiatives.

Aviation trust fund. The bill before
you specifies that approximately 50

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

percent of the funding for FAA oper-
ations is to be derived from the avia-
tion trust fund. In total, the amounts
in the bill are estimated to result in
total trust fund spending; that is, out-
lays, of approximately $6.4 billion,
which is approximately $800 million
higher than estimated trust fund tax
receipts in fiscal year 1993.

Operations. For FAA operations, we
recommend a total program level of 4.5
billion. This represents an increase of
§178 million over the fiscal year 1992
program level. This would provide for
52,251 positions including 22,863 con-
trollers, supervisors, and support per-
sonnel for air traffic centers and tow-
ers, and 4,120 flight service station per-
sonnel.

Controller staffing: Under the com-
mittee recommendation, actual air
traffic controller end-of-year employ-
ment would increase to the requested
level of 17,871 personnel by September
30, 1993. This is 150 controllers above
the level projected for September 30,
1992.

Facilities and equipment: For facili-
ties and equipment, the bill contains
$2.4 billion for fiscal year 1993—an in-
crease of $656 million—2 percent—over
fiscal year 1992. This account finances
modernization and improvements to
our air traffic control system. I want
to stress that, although the FAA's cap-
ital investment plan [CIP] is behind
schedule, those delays are due to tech-
nology development and contractor de-
ficiencies—not to lack of funding. For
example, the General Accounting Of-
fice reports that 10 of the CIP's 12 larg-
est programs experienced either cost
growth or schedule delays in the past
yvear alone. Two particular programs
account for about one-third of all fa-
cilities and equipment funding in the
fiscal year 1993 budget, and both are ex-
periencing delays. To provide a larger
increase, given the state of individual
F&E programs and the deficit problems
facing the Nation this year, would not
be fiscally responsible. However, as the
equipment is developed, adequately
tested, and ready to purchase, the
funds will be provided—and our record
proves this. I direct the Members' at-
tention to pages 64 and 65 of the com-
mittee report for a detailed discussion
of the status of the FAA's moderniza-
tion program.

Research, engineering, and develop-
ment: With respect to FAA research,
engineering, and development, we rec-
ommend $237 million, an increase of $7
million over the budget request and $19
million over fiscal year 1992.

Airport improvement program: The
bill also includes a $1.8 billion obliga-
tion limitation for airport development
and planning grants. This represents a
decrease of $100 million from the fiscal
year 1992 level. This is consistent with
funding for other grant programs in
the bill, which were virtually all re-
duced from the fiscal year 1992 level
due to budget constraints.
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Aircraft purchase loans: We also rec-
ommend continuing the FAA's author-
ity to borrow from the Treasury to pay
defaulted aircraft purchase loans at the
requested level of $9.9 million.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Under the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, the bill provides for a total fis-
cal year 1993 program level of $17.4 bil-
lion in highway aid. The limitation on
Federal-aid highway contract author-
ity obligations and funding for obliga-
tions exempt from this limitation total
$17.1 billion, which is $132 million
above the fiscal year 1992 funding for
those programs.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most
important transportation programs
that we have. Over 90 percent of total
interstate passenger-miles and 20 per-
cent of total interstate freight ton-
miles move on the Nation's highway
system. As I mentioned earlier, conges-
tion delays on our highways are in the
billions of hours each year. Despite its
importance, however, the severe budget
restraints facing the committee this
year prevent us from providing a high-
er level of funding. The administra-
tion’s proposal, while proposing a
greater increase in highway spending,
would do so only at the expense of
other critical transportation programs,
which is unacceptable and does not
provide adequately for a balanced na-
tional transportation system.

Federal-aid highways: Mr. Chairman,
for the Federal-aid highways obliga-
tion limitation, we are recommending
a ceiling of $14.4 billion. The budget
proposed $18.8 billion. However, the
budget included funds for minimum al-
location, §$1.1 billion, and for ISTEA
demonstration projects, $450 million,
under this head. The committee's rec-
ommendation exempts such funds from
the obligation limitation, consistent
with fiscal year 1992 congressional ac-
tion.

Administrative expenses: Mr. Chair-
man, the bill also provides a total of
$351.2 million for FHWA administrative
expenses, $67.8 million less than the fis-
cal year 1992 level. Of the recommended
amount, $30 million is for the intel-
ligent vehicle highway systems [IVHS]
program. When combined with $113 mil-
lion in contract authority provided in
the ISTEA legislation, the committee’s
recommendation would provide a total
program level of $143 million in fiscal
year 1993 for IVHS.

Miscellaneous highway programs:
The bill also contains an appropriation
of $4.5 million for railroad-highway
crossings demonstration projects at
three different locations. For highway-
related safety grants, an obligation
limitation of $10 million is rec-
ommended, a T-percent increase over
the fiscal year 1992 funding level. We
also recommend a limitation on direct
loans for the right-of-way revolving
fund of $42.5 million and appropriations
totaling $167 million for a number of
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specific highway projects, all of which
have been funded in a previous Trans-
portation Appropriations Act.

Motor carrier safety: For motor car-
rier safety, the bill includes $51.5 mil-
lion to continue the activities of the
Office of Motor Carrier Safety. This is
an increase of $3.9 million over the fis-
cal year 1992 level. The bill also pro-
vides a $65 million limitation on obli-
gations for the motor carrier safety
grant program, the same as the fiscal
year 1992 funding level.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC BAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

For the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, the bill in-
cludes a total program level of $258.1
million. This is $2.5 million less than
the level provided for fiscal year 1992.
The bill specifies that $181.2 million of
this amount is to be derived from the
highway trust fund, with the balance
from the general fund.

Operations and research. Mr. Chair-
man, the committee's recommendation
of $120.1 million pares down the exces-
sive growth requested in some areas of
this appropriation in order to reduce or
defer low priority activities and to
fund critical but unbudgeted activities
in the areas of rulemaking, emergency
medical services, and trauma research.
The largest reduction, $9.4 million,
would defer additional funding for the
national advanced driving simulator.

State and community highway safety
grants. We also recommend a limita-
tion on obligations for the State and
community highway safety grant pro-
gram of $138 million, the same as the
fiscal year 1992 level. While this is less
than the authorized level, it is more
than the funding recommended for
some other grant programs, which due
to budget constraints were funded
below the fiscal year 1992 level.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman, for the Federal Rail-
road Administration, major rec-
ommendations include $40 million for
railroad safety, $14.8 million for rail-
road research and development, $146
million for mandatory rail passenger
service payments, $17.3 million for Of-
fice of the Administrator expenses, and
$7 million for Conrail commuter transi-
tion assistance.

Amtrak. We are recommending $331
million for Amtrak operating expenses
in fiscal year 1993. The President’'s
budget proposed $123 million for com-
parable expenses, and assumed signifi-
cant savings from legislation which has
not been enacted. The committee’s rec-
ommended level represents the same
operating subsidy as provided in fiscal
year 1992. Mr. Chairman, the Members
should know that Amtrak’s financial
performance continues to improve. De-
spite the economic downturn which has
negatively affected business revenues
in all modes of transportation, Amtrak
is requesting no increase in its operat-
ing subsidy. I would direct the Mem-
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bers’ attention to the discussion and
graphs on Amtrak’s financial perform-
ance on pages 139 and 140 of the report.

In addition, the committee's rec-
ommendation includes $74 million for
Amtrak’s capital program, which is the
same amount as the administration’s
proposal, but far below last year’s level
of $1756 million.

Northeast corridor improvement pro-
gram. No funding is recommended for
this program due to budget con-
straints. No separate appropriation for
this purpose was included in the Presi-
dent's budget proposal. Funding of $205
million was provided in fiscal year 1992.
The committee remains concerned that
an overall plan has not been developed
to allow the reduction of Amtrak trav-
el time to 3 hours between New York
and Boston, and that cost estimates
and ridership projections need further
refinement. Because of these concerns,
the committee has directed the Depart-
ment to conduct a study of the costs
and ridership potential of 3-hour New
York to Boston service.

The bill also includes a loan of not to
exceed $3.5 million for track work in I1-
linois. This will be of direct benefit to
Amtrak, and continues a project fund-
ed in several prior appropriations acts.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

For the Federal Transit Administra-
tion, a total program level of $3.8 bil-
lion is recommended for fiscal year
1993. This is $789 million more than the
budget request, and $27 million more
than the fiscal year 1992 program level.

Formula grants. Under the formula
grant program, we recommend an ap-
propriation of $1.8 billion. This is $280
million more than was provided for fis-
cal year 1992.

Operating assistance. The committee
recommends that $720 million of the
formula grant appropriation be made
available for operating assistance. This
is $82.2 million less than the level pro-
vided last year and $503 million above
the budget request.

Discretionary grants. The bill also
includes language limiting obligations
for transit discretionary grants to $1.6
billion. This is $600 million above the
budget estimate. This account is fi-
nanced from the mass transit account
of the highway trust fund. I invite the
Members' attention to pages 151
through 154 of the report for a detailed
description of how these funds are to be
distributed. The bill includes separate
funding levels specified for each new
start transit program.

Interstate transfer—transit. The bill
also includes $75 million for transit
projects that have been substituted for
interstate highway projects. These
funds will be distributed as outlined on
page 159 of the report.

R&D/administrative expenses. The
bill also provides a total of $125.5 mil-
lion for research and administrative
expenses of FTA.

Washington Metro. The bill provides
$165 million to continue construction
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of the Washington, DC Metrorail sys-
tem. This is $41 million, 33 percent,
above the fiscal year 1992 level, and $17
million below the budget request.
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

The bill includes an appropriation of
$11.1 million from the harbor mainte-
nance trust fund to finance operations
and maintenance of the St. Lawrence
Seaway, a b-percent increase over the
fiscal year 1992 level.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

For the Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration, the bill con-
tains appropriations totaling $36.6 mil-
lion. This represents an 8-percent in-
crease over the fiscal year 1992 level. Of
this amount, $14.1 million is provided
for the pipeline safety program, includ-
ing funding for the State grants-in-aid
program at the requested level of §7
million. The recommended level in-
cludes $850 thousand to develop a train-
ing curriculum for a new emergency
preparedness grants program—funded
in other legislation through a perma-
nent appropriation—and $360 thousand
for salaries and expenses of the Alaska
pipeline task force.

INSPECTOR GENERAL

For the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral, the bill includes an appropriation
of $38 million, a 3-percent increase over
the fiscal year 1992 level.

TITLE II—RELATED AGENCIES

Title II of the bill contains new budg-
et authority for six transportation-re-
lated agencies and commissions. Spe-
cifically, we recommend $3.2 million
for the Architectural and Transpor-
tation Barriers Compliance Board, $36
million for the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board, $43.9 million for
salaries and expenses of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, limitations on
the Panama Canal Commission of $51.1
million for administrative expenses
and $530 million for operating and cap-
ital expenses, $10.4 million for the De-
partment of the Treasury to rebate St.
Lawrence Seaway tolls, and $51.6 mil-
lion for the Federal share of interest
payments for the bonded indebtedness
of the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
general provisions in this bill that will
be of interest to the Members, and I di-
rect their attention to pages 176 and 177
of the report for a discussion of these
provisions.

CLOSING

Mr. Chairman, the bill before the
body is a fiscally responsible one which
provides balanced funding for our
transportation programs and will sig-
nificantly improve the infrastructure
of this Nation. It restores adequate
funding for Amtrak and mass transit
operating subsidies, and at the same
time provides overall increases for
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aviation and the Coast Guard. I say
again that it does not exceed the sec-
tion 602(b) ceiling for discretionary
budget authority and outlays. I ask for
its favorable consideration and ap-
proval.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to pay tribute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGH-
LIN] and my other colleagues on the
Transportation Subcommittee for the
great job in putting together this bill.

TRANSPORTATION BILL IS INVESTMENT IN OUR

FUTURE

We are recommending a bill which
provides nearly $35 billion in invest-
ments for our Nation’s future. Money
in this bill is indeed an investment in
America—in the real wealth of our
country. It will produce both imme-
diate and long-term dividends. It will
help us to compete in the world mar-
ketplace and regain our normal share
of domestic and world markets. Trans-
portation is vital to a strong nation
and economy, and we must make every
effort to maintain a high level of in-
vestment in national assets—highways,
railways, and airports.

I am proud to be a member of the
subcommittee which recognizes the im-
portance of transportation in a strong
nation on which all else depends.

Within this bill there are programs of
special interest to my area and State.

This bill provides continued funding
for the highway safety and economic
development demonstration projects
for east-west highways. Funding is in-
cluded to continue the alteration of the
railroad bridge over the east
Pascagoula River. For aviation, high
priority consideration for funding of
improvements is provided for the air-
ports at Philadelphia and Meridian.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is important
to maintaining America’s wealth. I
strongly urge its adoption.
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Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as we all know, Chair-
man LEHMAN and I have sung a pretty
good duet for a number of years, and I
only wish the finale could be in har-
mony. Chairman LEHMAN has left his
mark on this Congress. He has left his
mark on transportation, and he has
left his mark on this country.

All one has to do is look at transpor-
tation and transit in his city of Miami,
in his State of Florida, and indeed
across the Nation to see that mark. It
has been a great mark. But more than
that, he has left his mark on people
with an abundance of warmth and
thoughtfulness, and with great integ-
rity. I cannot tell the Members how
much it has meant to me personally
and professionally to have had the op-
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portunity to work with the chairman
of this subcommittee and, as I have
said before, with the other members of
our subcommittee.

As I have said before, I strongly be-
lieve that the Subcommittee on Trans-
portation has worked on a bipartisan
basis and in the best interest of this
great country. Its members and its
staff are professionals in the best sense
of the word and we are grateful to
them for the work they do and the
service they provide to our country.
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1 salute the gentlemen from Penn-
sylvania, Mr. MCDADE, Virginia, Mr.
WoLr, Texas, Mr. DELAY, Michigan,
Mr. CARR, Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, Min-
nesota, Mr. SABO, North Carolina, Mr.
PRICE, and Texas, Mr. COLEMAN. It has
indeed been a pleasure to serve on our
subcommittee with them, but a par-
ticular pleasure to work with you,
Chairman LEHMAN, my very dear friend
and colleague.

Let me also thank the staff for the
good work they have done on the bill:
Kenny Kraft, Lorraine Howerton, and
John Blazey for the minority. Tom
Kingfield, Rich Efford, Lucy Hand,
Linda Muir, and Zee Latif for the ma-
jority. They are also true professionals.

This bill is different from last year's
bill in many respects.

It is different because last year we
received a generous 602(b) allocation.
This year we did not.

It is different because last year there
was something for just about everyone.
This year, every program, excluding
FAA, was either frozen at last year's
level or received a cut.

It is different because last year we
had §141.9 million for new highway
demonstration projects. This year
there is no funding for new starts.

Some refer to these projects as pork,
but in reality they are projects that
are going to be built, and are going to
be built from the highway trust funds.

This year the bill represents $13 bil-
lion in new budget authority, an in-
crease of $84 million over the almost
$13 billion requested in the budget. But
when you take into account obligation
ceilings, this year the bill represents
$35.2 billion, which is $1.5 billion less
than the budget request, and $4 billion
less than fiscal year 1992, So it is a
very tight bill indeed.

The chairman has outlined some
highlights. Let me just go through a
couple. It has 8$3.6 billion overall for
the Coast Guard budget, including $206
million in transfer from DOD. This rep-
resents $2.5 billion in operating ex-
penses, which is $133 million less than
the budget request and $58 million
more than fiscal year 1992.

It has $4.5 billion for FAA operations,
an increase of $178 million over fiscal
year 1992. It has $2.5 billion for facili-
ties and equipment, and $1.8 billion for
airport grants, $17 billion for the high-
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way obligation ceiling, $405 million for
Amtrak grants, $1.8 billion for the Fed-
eral Transit Administration, $1656 mil-
lion for the Washington Metro, and $162
million for existing highway dem-
onstration funds.

This is not a perfect bill. There are
things I would change if I could. In
fact, two issues are of great concern to
me. One issue is language in the bill
that is legislative in nature which re-
duces the Department of Transpor-
tation’s airline employee drug and al-
cohol sampling rates from 50 percent to
10 percent. At a time in which we are
trying to ensure a safe travelling pub-
lic we are simply moving too far too
fast. We cannot afford to grossly re-
duce the only safeguards we have to
deter and detect illegal drug and alco-
hol use in safety sensitive positions
and I would hope this will be rectified.

The other issue is the big hit the
Coast Guard took. We are proposing a
funding level of $3.6 billion which is
$133,161,000 less than the budget re-
quest. I think we all remember what
happened in 1988 when we underfunded
the Coast Guard, and it was not a pret-
ty picture.

Mr. Chairman, I am most concerned
about two amendments that are going
to be introduced to this bill. One, the
so-called Obey amendment which was
discussed in connection with the rule,
would transfer money from the foreign
operations account to the transpor-
tation account, in flagrant violation of
our own self-imposed rules of the fire-
wall that we ourselves established, and
in a time of tight spending limits,
would not use money to reduce the def-
ieit, but again to increase spending.

Mr. Chairman, if we are ever going to
get any kind of a grip on the deficit,
any kind of grip on the budget, we can-
not simply ignore the rules we impose
on ourselves every time they pinch a
little bit. The Obey amendment, Mr.
Chairman, should be defeated.

The second is an amendment which
would impose bill legislation in regard
to flight attendant work rules. Those
flight attendant work rules are the
proper subject of either Ilegislation
through the legislative committee or
negotiation between labor and manage-
ment. They do not belong in this bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge my
colleagues to resist the attempts to
amend this bill and adopt what is a
very good bill, the very best bill that
we could produce, by voting for the bill
as it is now, by voting against the
amendments, and voting for the bill
that we have produced.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this bill which, as the
other bills which have come out of the
Committee on Appropriations, this is
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the ninth of 13 annual appropriations
bills, and this bill meets the targets
that were established by the budget
resolution and by the budget agree-
ment. As a matter of fact, it provides
about $301 million less on the 602(b)
spending subdivision in budget author-
ity and it is right on with regard to
outlays.

Mr. Chairman, while I share some of
the concerns about the amendments
that were made here that will be com-
ing up, I think the bill itself does an
outstanding job of meeting the targets
that we have established.

It is not easy, but I commend the
chairman and the ranking member for
the job they have done in meeting the
targets provided by the budget resolu-
tion.

| rise in support of H.R. 5518, the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Related Agencies
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1993. This is
the ninth of the 13 annual appropriations bills
to be considered by the House.

The bill provides $12.499 billion in discre-
tionary budget authority and $33.375 billion in
discretionary outlays, which is $301 million
less than the 602(b) spending subdivision for
this subcommittee in budget authority and
equal to the subdivision in estimated outlays.

| commend the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee for bringing this bill to
the floor in a timely fashion.

As chairman of the Budget Committee, | will
inform the House of the status of all appropria-
tions bills compared with their 602(b) subdivi-
sions as they are considered on the House

floor.
| look forward to working with the Appropria-

tions Committee on its remaining bills.

[Fact Sheet]

H.R. 5518, Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, Fis-
cal Year-1993 (H. Rept. 102-639)

The House Appropriations Committee re-
ported H.R. 5518, the Department of Trans-
portation and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Bill for Fiscal Year 1993 on Wednesday,
July 1, 1992. The bill is scheduled to be con-
sidered by the full House on Thursday, July
9, 1992, subject to a rule being adopted.

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION

The bill provides $12,499 million of discre-
tionary budget authority, $301 million less
than the Appropriations 602(b) subdivision
for this subcommittee. The bill provides
$33.375 million of discretionary outlays,
which eqguals the discretionary outlay sub-
division for this subcommittee. A compari-
son of the bill with the funding subdivisions
follows:

fin millions of dollars]

Transportation Appropriations Bill over (+)
and related ?I—I committee 602(b)  under ()
U
602(b) sub-
division
BA ] BA 0 —

BA 0
Discretionary ..... 12499 33375 12800 33375 -301
Handlm?' 564 506 Sl
ot 13063 33841 13364 33541 -30

1 Canforms to the Budget Resolution estimates for existing law.
Mote.—BA—New Budget Autharity, 0—Estimated Outlays.

The House Appropriations Committee filed
the Committee's subdivision of budget au-
thority and outlays on June 11, 1992 in House
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Report 102-556. These subdivisions are con-
sistent with the allocation of spending re-
sponsibility to House committees contained
in House Report 102-529, the conference re-
port to accompany H. Con. Res. 287, the Con-
current Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal
Year 1993, as adopted by the Congress on May
21, 1992,
PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS
Following are the major program high-
lights for the Department of Transportation
and Related Agencies Appropriations bill for
Fiscal Year 1993, as reported:
[In millions of dollars]

Budget New
authority  outlays
Department of Transportation:
Coast Guard tions ! i 2292 1834
Coast Guard acquisition, construction and im- = @
Reserve tralning ! ..o U 2
Federal Aviation Administration:
tions 4538 3593
Facilities and equipmant ... 2460 492
R h and engi '3 237 142
Airport improvement programs (obligation limit)  (1,800) 288
Amtrak 551 488
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program.
Urban Mass Transportation Administration:
Formula grants? ... 755 487
Interstate transfer grai 15 2
ington Metro ... 165 3
iscretionary grants (obligation limit) (1,600 2
Federal-aid hig (obligation limit) ¥ (14,4400 2588

! Assumes transfer from Department of Defense of additional budget au-
thority: $156.6 million for operations and $50.0 million for reserve training.

2 pdditional obligational authority of $1,065 million is also made avail-
able for total formula grant obligations of $1,820 million.

3 pdditional $2.7 billion in obligations exempt from limit also available.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. WOLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
fiscal year 1993 transportation appro-
priations bill and I want to commend
the chairman, Mr. LEHMAN, and the
ranking member, Mr. COUGHLIN, for
their hard work in crafting this bill. It
is a bill that does address our Nation’s
infrastructure needs without violating,
and I stress that word, the fiscal limi-
tations that have made this appropria-
tions cycle extremely difficult for
every subcommittee.

Of course, not everyone is happy with
this bill. Everyone, myself included,
would like to have more funds to apply
to roads mass and aviation. But this is
a bill that balances competing inter-
ests for limited funds as well as honor-
ing obligations from previous years.
This is a bill that takes a balanced ap-
proach to the intermodal infrastruc-
ture system that is so critical to the
economic well-being of our country and
the quality of life for citizens.

To achieve this fairness and balance
in tough economic times is testimony
to the effective leadership of our chair-
man and ranking member, both of
whom are bringing their last transpor-
tation bill to the floor today. I want to
take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman,
to salute Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. COUGH-
LIN for the effective, bipartisan way
they have conducted the operations of
the transportation subcommittee.

As has been observed in the minority,
that is very important, because many
times in this body the minority does
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not get treated very fairly. Yet on this
subcommittee, they do.

Mr. Chairman, I have been honored
to serve on this subcommittee with
this kind of leadership. Both of these
gentlemen will be tough acts to follow.

I also want to commend all the mem-
bers of the subcommittee for their will-
ingness to work together to achieve
this bill. I would be remiss if I did not
express appreciation for the outstand-
ing staff. There is not a finer sub-
committee staff in the Congress, and I
want them to know we appreciate their
knowledge of the subject matter and
their yeoman's work.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. ANDER-
SON].

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

1 rise to address a question to my
good friend, the chairman of the sub-
committee, In the 1989 Transportation
appropriations bill, you and I worked
together to get Long Beach Transit an
exemption from the UMTA charter
service rule. That exemption is en-
shrined in Public Law 100457, section
330(a) which explicitly states, ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of
law or regulation, the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration charter
service rule and any subsequent Fed-
eral regulations shall not apply to the
Long Beach Public Transportation
Company.” Recently, the Federal
Transit Administration has ignored
this law and has forced Long Beach
Transit to halt charter service, with
the threat of the loss of Federal fund-
ing if they do not comply with FTA's
dictates. I find FTA’s actions out-
rageous as the law is perfectly clear on
this matter. But in the search for abso-
lute clarity, and to reverse FTA's ac-
tions, I ask you these guestions. Is it
vour understanding that Long Beach
Transit's exemption from the charter
service rule is statutory law, notwith-
standing the objections of FTA? Fur-
thermore, is it your understanding
that Long Beach Transit is also exempt
from 49 CFR 604, subsection 604.9(b)
which states that a public transit oper-
ator may provide charter service with
UMTA funded equipment and facilities
to the extent that there are no willing
and able private charter operators?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, the
gentleman from California is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the subcommittee chairman
very much for that clarification and
for his help. I compliment him on his
leadership on this bill, especially con-
sidering the difficult fiscal situation. It
has always been an honor and a pleas-
ure to work with the gentleman.

0 1240

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
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New Jersey [Mr. GALLO], a member of
the committee.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I rise for the purpose of entering into
a colloquy with the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN].

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman
knows, I offered an amendment during
full committee markup on this bill to
freeze the salaries of FAA employees
who are responsible for Federal air
noise policies until the FAA releases
its mandated environmental impact
statement on air noise over northern
New Jersey and the tristate area.

Although my amendment was not in-
cluded in this legislation, I want to
take this opportunity to thank you,
and my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle for understanding my strong feel-
ings concerning the importance of
gaining FAA cooperation in our 5-year
fight against aircraft noise in the skies
over northern New Jersey.

The problem has gone on for too
many years without a viable solution
coming from the FAA.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GALLO. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his
kind words, and appreciate his frustra-
tion with the delays that he has experi-
enced. I know the gentleman would not
offer an amendment of this type unless
he felt that he had exhausted all other
avenues in his efforts to resolve the sit-
uation.

Mr. GALLO. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman. The people of New Jersey
have been looking for a reduction in air
noise levels since 1988, when the FAA
changed the traffic patterns over our
area without taking into account the
impact that these changes would have
on our area.

In 1990, Congress required a study,
which was to have been completed in
May 1991. We are still waiting for that
report.

Given the continuing delays, Mr.
Chairman, may I solicit the gentle-
man’s support for our continuing ef-
forts to solve this problem, if these
delays continue?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, I understand the gentleman’s
concern, and I stand ready to work
with him to push for an appropriate
and timely resolution to this long-
standing item of concern to the people
of New Jersey.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his understanding of
our situation and his cooperation. I
have no further questions.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me,
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and I want to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoLF] regarding the work
that has been done by our distin-
guished chairman and ranking mem-
ber.

I do not think the Congress or the
country for that matter fully appre-
ciates the time and effort that these
two gentlemen, in particular, assisted
by our able staff, have put into putting
this bill together.

The meetings and the hearings were
long, but outside the hearing room, we
know that there were many other
meetings, visits by people from all over
the Nation, visits by Members of Con-
gress to their offices, trying to do what
is best for the transportation of the
country.

A lot of that focused in the offices of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COUGHLIN] and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]. So they made
our job very easy, and we are in their
debt.

I would also just like to say, Mr.
Chairman, that in the past several
years there is a new buzzword in trans-
portation, ‘“intermodalism.” And we
talked about it a lot in the last few
transportation authorization bills, last
year in the IST bill in particular. The
word “intermodal’ was one of the most
frequent words in the entire debate.

I would just like to remind our col-
leagues that this committee, this Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Trans-
portation, in fact, is really the only
truly intermodal committee in the
Congress of the United States. We have
good friends and able leadership on all
the authorizing committees that we
work with.

Airways and highways are authorized
out of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation. Railways are au-
thorized out of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. The maritime and
Coast Guard is authorized out of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. Commercial space and the
various modes of research and develop-
ment is authorized out of the Commit-
tee on Science, Space, and Technology.
But when it comes to money and when
it comes to allocating the country's
scarce resources, this is the only com-
mittee where all the modes are in the
jurisdiction of one committee.

That makes our job very tough be-
cause our authorizing committees set
very high standards, many of which we
agree with, in charting a course for
America and its transportation needs.

Nonetheless, our friends in the au-
thorizing committees are spared the
difficult duty of trying to prioritize be-
tween the modes, trying to figure out
how efficiently to spend the money be-
tween highways, transit, airways, rail-
ways, waterways, and research and de-
velopment.

The prioritization of all of these com-
peting demands comes to rest before
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the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, the only committee in
the Congress that has that jurisdic-
tional responsibility. As a result, par-
ticularly in these tough budgetary
times, with allocations which are con-
servative, to say the least, we have not
been able to meet the demands of our
friends in the authorizing committees.
We are going to hear some amendments
from some members of those commit-
tees here on the floor later on in the
day.

We would plead with our colleagues
throughout the Congress to support the
work of this committee. We have tried
to be fair. We have looked at the inter-
modal needs of the country.
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We have tried to be fair. We have
tried to do what is in the best interest
of all America, not segmented pieces of
the transportation system, so we plead
with the colleagues now throughout
the country to support this bill.

One final and very quick word. There
are going to be a number of amend-
ments on specific projects. I would like
to just have the RECORD show that
there were a lot of projects proposed to
this committee. This committee
looked at those individual projects
with a great deal of care. We took tes-
timony. We did investigations. We did
research. While some of the projects
may be criticized, and it is valid for
any Member to amend to try to delete
those projects, we support those
projects. I would support them by say-
ing that for every project that made it
into the bill, there were 10 or 20
projects which we found lacking.

This committee has done its steward-
ship in trying to bring to the commit-
tee a bill that is fair and can be sub-
stantiated.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS],
the second-ranking member on the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I compliment both the
chairman and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, as well
as members of the committee for
bringing as good a bill as is possible
under these conditions. As has already
been expressed, we all realize the budg-
etary restraints that the entire Com-
mittee on Appropriations has worked
under this year. It has made it really
difficult.

I particularly have had discussion
both with the chairman and with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COUGHLIN] about a problem in Indian-
apolis with the Indianapolis airport.
The Indianapolis Airport is built on
Interstate 465, which is the beltway
around Indianapolis. Traffic going into
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the airport and out of the airport has
to come off of this very high-density,
congested area. It is becoming an in-
creasing safety hazard.

Recognizing this, Indianapolis Air-
port Authority has engaged in a study
how they might remedy this. The rec-
ommendations have come up, and it
has been approved, to move the termi-
nal to the other end of the airport,
away from this congested area off of I-
465. The entry would have to be off of
Interstate 70 about 2 miles west of the
present location, which would neces-
sitate some expense, of course, to the
Federal Government as well as the
State of Indiana and the city of Indian-
apolis to locate an access off of I-70.

I realize this year it is just impos-
sible for this committee to fund this
and I compliment again the fine job the
Members have done. A lot of good
projects have been pushed aside. I real-
ize we just did not have the money.
The only thing I am asking is that we
be able to work with the subcommittee
as we try to develop plans for the fu-
ture and be able to relieve this hazard
to the Interstate 465 and the city of In-
dianapolis and those who must drive
continuously in this traffic, that we
will be able to work together.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend, the gentleman
from Indiana, for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, myself and our sub-
committee are well aware of the con-
gestion problems at the Indianapolis
Airport, and we are just sorry that our
limited budget prevented this sub-
committee from including funds for the
new interchange in our bill. In fact, to
the best of my knowledge we did not
have any new highway demos in this
bill that were not already underway.
Nevertheless, let me say to the gen-
tleman that I am prepared to listen to
him and other parties in advance of
construction of the new I-70 inter-
change. If people cannot get to the air-
port, they cannot fly.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman, and I yield
to my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN].

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. The gentleman has been very
diligent in representing his great State
and in bringing these matters to our
attention. We want to work with him
in any way that we can, as we have in
the past. We will continue to do that in
the future.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank each of the Members for
their cooperation in the past on so
many projects that we have worked to-
gether on. If there is any place that we
should not or could not afford to cut
for the infrastructured, this is it. This
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committee has given through the years
attention to the transportation needs
of our country. This is the last place,
looking to the future, which we should
reduce. However, realizing that we had
no choice, I compliment the Members,
and I thank them for their testimony.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I would
ask him, is everything all right in
Terre Haute?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. It was when I
left it last. I will be back there tomor-
TOW.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
PRICE].

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 5518, the Department of Trans-
portation and related agencies appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1993.

This bill is a testimony to the
strength and ability of our chairman,
Mr. LEHMAN. He is an outstanding
chairman, and I am honored to have
had the opportunity to work closely
with him. We will miss him on the sub-
committee next year, but he will leave
a legacy of good work in Congress and
for the country.

We also will miss LARRY COUGHLIN.
He has been a good defender of the ad-
ministration’s priorities and interests,
but he has also been fair and willing to
work with Members from the other side
of the aisle. Both LARRY and BILL have
made the subcommittee a very good
and productive place to work.

1 also want to thank the staff of this
subcommittee. Tom Kingfield, Rich
Efford, Linda Muir, and Zee Latif, are
a very talented and professional group
of staffers, and I have enjoyed working
with them. I also want to thank Lucy
Hand of Chairman LEHMAN's staff, who
is of great assistance to members of
the subcommittee.

This bill is one of the most important
bills we will have before us in this Con-
gress because of its direct impact on
our Nation's economic competitive-
ness. This bill provides the funding
necessary to maintain and improve our
Nation’s infrastructure, which is criti-
cal to our continued economic prosper-
ity. I am especially pleased that the
bill responds to the needs of large
urban areas and interurban areas like
the research triangle area of North
Carolina which are growing rapidly and
face the challenge of minimizing traffic
congestion, meeting clean air stand-
ards, and planning intelligently for the
future.

Safety is also a primary concern of
this subcommittee, and we have taken
steps to make certain that travel,
whether by car, rail, or air, is made
safer. Research on important safety
questions as well as enhanced facilities
and equipment will help protect every
American who is traveling.
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This bill has not been crafted easily.
Our subcommittee faced severe con-
straints this year, and this is reflected
in reduced funding levels from FY92 for
the Federal Highway Administration,
the Federal Railroad Administration,
and the National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration. In general, we
worked to minimize the damage to any
one agency, making tough but fair cuts
and ensuring that each agency could
perform its critical functions.

I would also point out to Members
that the subcommittee cut the Office
of the Secretary by more than $9 mil-
lion from the President's request and
about $1 million below the fiscal year
1992 level. The subcommittee has al-
ready responded, then, to the concerns
that many Members have expressed
about the Administration's ever-in-
creasing appetite for headquarters pen-
cil-pushers and bureaucrats. In particu-
lar, our bill cuts or eliminates travel,
overhead costs, and free fitness facili-
ties from the President’s request. It is
a very responsible package.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. It is a well-crafted and balanced
bill and deserving of every Member's
support.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DELAY], a member of the
Subcommittee on Transportation of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Transportation for yield-
ing this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Transportation appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1993.

I would just like to say at the outset
that we will miss two of the finest gen-
tlemen that have ever served this com-
mittee. My chairman, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] and my
ranking member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] will be
sorely missed. The work these two gen-
tlemen have put into this bill and their
efforts over the years have many times
been a very thankless job, but I believe
that this Nation's transportation sys-
tem is better off because of the efforts
of these two gentlemen. They might be
leaving, but they certainly will not be
forgotten.

Mr. Chairman, last year during this
same exercise I took the floor, oddly
enough, in opposition to a transit
project that was in my own district.
The Houston monorail was a project
that in my opinion would have
strapped onto the backs of my con-
stituents a financial burden that was
simply unacceptable. The city was not
united in support of this monorail
project, nor were the State and local
politicians. Most importantly, the peo-
ple were not behind this major under-
taking.

Since that time, and in just a matter
of a few short months, the city of Hous-
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ton has developed a strong consensus
from all sides on a regional mobility
plan including a comprehensive re-
gional bus plan program. As a result of
this support, the committee approved
the release of Houston's previously ear-
marked funding for this project in 1993.

As the Federal Transit Adminis-
trator, Brian Clymer, has stated during
hearings earlier this year, Houston is
the leader in mass transportation and
intelligent wvehicle highway systems.
They serve as a model for the rest of
the Nation. I could not agree more.
Houston has the most technologically
advanced traffic management pro-
grams, has more enhanced city street
maintenance programs, neighborhood
infrastructure systems, such as hike-
and-bike trails and street and sidewalk
improvements, than any other city in
America.

As the members can tell from that
list of transportation programs, Hous-
ton addresses its transportation efforts
in a very comprehensive manner. All of
the projects are designed to support
this core bus system and improved ve-
hicular and pedestrian mobility.
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They do not just look at one problem
area and try to fix it with a Band-Aid.
It is this comprehensive philosophy
that has enabled Houston to provide
the best service for the lowest cost, and
I commend their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say I
am one who opposes the already dis-
cussed Obey amendment. I think it is
very unfortunate that this amendment
is going to be considered to this bill. I
think Members ought to seriously look
at the Obey amendment and consider
what is in the bill for them, because I
feel that the President will veto this
bill if the amendment passes.

Other than that, I support this bill
and I urge my colleagues to do so.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], a member
of the subcommittee.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to rise in support of this bill and to pay
my compliments to the chairman and
ranking member. They have been two
outstanding Members to work with for
the last 14 years. They take a bill that
requires lots of choices and where one
has to set lots of priorities and they do
an exceptional job in guiding this bill
through the committee and to the
floor. There are lots of good provisions
in here and I want to simply say thank
you to both of them, and it is a good
bill.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of the bill and in the hopes
that we can do more for programs of
truck safety.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the Trans-
portation appropriations bill for fiscal year
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1993. Residents in the Washington Metropoli-
tan area will experience less traffic congestion
and improved air quality in the region thanks
to metro funding provisions in the bill. | thank
the committee members who had the difficult
task of deciding which requests to fund.

| do have a reservation, however, about the
reduction in funding for the Federal highway
safety grant programs. | understand that fund-
ing for many domestic discretionary programs
will be reduced in fiscal year 1993, but a 24-
percent reduction in Federal nonconstruction
highway safety grant programs is a dispropor-
tionately large amount. Many States, facing fi-
nancial problems of their own, will not be able
to replace the lost Federal highway safety
grant moneys.

A major part of these safety grant programs
is the section 402 State and Community High-
way Safety Grant Program. Section 402 is a
national program in which funds are allocated
to every State for use in addressing a wide
range of highway safety issues. The 402 pro-
gram has been a major contributor to the de-
cline in the Nation’s motor vehicle-related fa-
tality rate over the last decade while the num-
ber of licensed drivers, registered vehicles,
and vehicle miles of travel have all substan-
tially increased.

States can use their 402 grants to fund traf-
fic records programs; bicycle, motorcycle, and
pedestrian safety programs; enforcement pro-
grams; and roadway safety programs. The
Surface Transportation Act also required
States to use 402 grants for school bus safety
programs and speed enforcement programs.

Mr. Chairman, | urge conferees for the bill to
develop a final version that funds the NHTSA
portion of the 402 program at the fiscal year
1992 level of $118 million. This amount in the
bill is $112 million, only $6 million less, and
yet, that small sum of $6 million would go a
long way to maintaining good State safety pro-
grams. | would hope that the Federal highway
portion of the 402 grants be funded at a mini-
mum of $15 million. The 402 base programs
have served us well. Let us continue to fund
them adequately.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing time to me, and I would like to
take this time to engage the chairman
in a colloquy.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I would be glad to
answer any questions the gentleman
may have.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, statis-
tics show that every year about 80 per-
cent of the fatal aviation accidents in-
volve pilot error, yet not enough
progress has been made toward discov-
ering psychological factors that cause
the pilots to make these errors. I un-
derstand that the committee increased
funding for Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration research into human factors
and aviation medicine to $27 million
for fiscal year 1993, is that correct?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct. The committee fully
funded the administration's request of
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327 million for human factors and avia-
tion medical research for fiscal year
1993.

Mr. STOKES. The Cleveland Clinic
Foundation, in conjunction with Ohio
State University and a prominent aero-
nautical university, has proposed a
study which would develop a series of
tests to determine the specific char-
acter traits that may make some pilots
more prone to those errors in judg-
ment, which can and do lead to acci-
dents. It is my understanding that the
Cleveland Clinic would need a total of
$3 million over 4 years to complete this
study, of which $500,000 in fiscal year
1993 would permit them to initiate the
study. I understand that the commit-
tee would not object to this use of
human factors research money.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct. I would encourage
the FAA to consider providing $500,000
in fiscal year 1993 for the Cleveland
Clinic Foundation study, and would
work with the gentleman toward that
end.

Mr. STOKES. I thank the gentleman
for his support for this worthwhile
study, which will help identify and
evaluate the psychological factors
which lead to pilot error, and which
may help save lives.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to join in
saluting both the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. LEHMAN] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr, COUGHLIN] for
the great work they have done on be-
half of this Congress.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SHAW].

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise in strong support of H.R. 5518, the
Transportation appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1993. This legislation con-
tains many fine provisions, but there is
one provision included in the bill which
I would like to bring to my colleagues’
attention.

This provision is a tunnel that would
be constructed under the intercoastal
waterway in Fort Lauderdale, FL,
called the 17th Street Tunnel project. I
am enthused that the Transportation
Appropriations Subcommittee has in-
cluded $6.14 million in this bill for this
much-needed project.

Because this project is of such great
importance to the people of south Flor-
ida, there has been some controversy
over whether a tunnel, a bascule
bridge, or a fixed span would be the
best replacement for the present obso-
lete structure. I strongly support a
tunnel because the alternatives to a
tunnel, a fixed bridge, or another bas-
cule bridge, were shown by a Florida
Department of Transportation study to
be inadequate. A fixed bridge would
have to be at least 85 feet high to con-
form with a Coast Guard directive. A
bridge that height would still exclude
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many vessels from entering the inter-
coastal waterway, and would also de-
stroy property values in that area. Ad-
ditionally, the cost and the resultant
destruction of land for construction of
approach ramps leading to such a
bridge makes a fixed bridge an unat-
tractive option.

Another bascule bridge would have to
be at least 65 feet high, and even at
that height, studies have shown that
the bridge would have to be opened al-
most as frequently as the present
bridge. Additionally, a 65-foot bridge
would encounter most of the problems
associated with an 85-foot fixed struc-
ture. By the process of elimination, a
tunnel was deemed the best long-term
solution to the intolerable traffic prob-
lems now plaguing the 17th Street
Causeway, the most heavily traveled
bridge in Broward County. Finally, a
July 7 editorial in the Miami Herald
agrees with the assessment that a tun-
nel is the best option.

My colleagues may recall that this is
the fourth year in a row that the House
has included funds in its annual trans-
portation bill for the 17th Street Tun-
nel project. Last year this project was
included as part of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act
(Public Law 102-240).

Although I am extremely gratified
that this project finally seems to be
coming to fruition, I am saddened that
this will be the last transportation ap-
propriations bill produced by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Transpor-
tation Appropriations Subcommittee,
Hon. BILL LEHMAN of Florida. Since be-
coming chairman in 1982, BILL has cer-
tainly left his mark on transportation
policy in our Nation. Nowhere is this
more evident than in our home State of
Florida. Metrorail and People Mover
are but some of the legacies of Rep-
resentative LEHMAN's tenure as a Mem-
ber of Congress that the people of Flor-
ida will long remember. Thanks to his
strong support, and with the assistance
of his able staff, especially Lucy Hand,
I know that one day soon the 17th
Street Tunnel will be added to that dis-
tinguished list. I hope I can convince
BILL to come out of retirement for a
day so he can help me cut the ribbon
on this project when it is completed.

Mr. Chairman, although this year’s
budget is tighter than ever, my col-
league from Florida and the sub-
committee he chairs has once again
crafted an excellent piece of legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘yea' on H.R. 5518.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express
my thoughts to the committee and to
the House as to my personal feelings
with regard to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN], and of
course, my good friend the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], chairman
of the subcommittee. They are defi-
nitely going to be missed. We have had
such a responsible Appropriations Sub-
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committee under the head of both of
these gentlemen throughout the years,
and I want to express my personal
gratitude, particularly to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] for
helping so much through the years in
the Congress passing responsible legis-
lation to take care of many of the
transportation needs of south Florida.
My hat is off to both of these gentle-
men, and my gratitude goes to them
for their help during these periods of
time.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXANDER], a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me and compliment the leadership
of the gentleman from Florida. It has
been a pleasure working with him over
these years. As he knows, I was once a
member of this subcommittee.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, for too short a time.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I have followed
the subcommittee right along.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
in a collogquy with you on two projects
that are pending in my home State.
One is the DeValls Bluff bridge across
the White River which is an extension
of U.S. Highway 70. It is my under-
standing that this project in the bill
last December, the so-called ISTEA bill
authorized the construction of a re-
placement bridge across the White
River at DeValls Bluff, and that money
is in progress with which to begin plan-
ning and design for that replacement,
is that correct?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct. The projects are in
progress, and they are good projects,
and I would like to see them happen.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Another project
that is very important to our contin-
ued progress in the northeast region is
the completion of the construction of
three overpasses across the U.S. High-
way 63 bypass on the south side of
Jonesboro, AR. It is my understanding
that the authorization bill authorizes
three projects, and that the funding is
in progress, is that correct?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this bill providing funding for the in-
vestments in transportation which are
essential to our Nation's economy and
future. This is an economic develop-
ment bill. It will help provide jobs for
Arkansans and other Americans. It will
help Arkansas and American busi-
nesses and industries compete in the
national and international economy.

This is a good bill. It deserves the
support of the House.

This bill has been accomplished
through the leadership of our Appro-

July 9, 1992

priations Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation chairman, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]; the ranking mi-
nority member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] with the
support of the subcommittee's out-
standing staff.

Funding which would be provided
under this bill is crucial to efforts to
modernize the Nation's transportation
infrastructure. It is a key to achieving
the revitalization of the economy in
communities, towns and cities across
Arkansas and the Nation.

Our Nation's transportation network
is essential to the operations of the
businesses and industries which pro-
vide jobs to millions of Arkansas and
American workers.

Without transportation, businesses
and industries do not get the materials
they need to produce U.S. products and
services. And, without transportation
they cannot move the products of
American workers to market.

Two examples of the critical impor-
tance of the funding in this bill can be
found in two projects in Arkansas’
First Congressional District. One is at
DeValls Bluff and the other is at
Jonesboro.

The project at DeValls Bluff would
replace the U.S. Highway 70 bridge over
the White River. Federal participation
in this project was authorized late last
year when the Congress passed the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991. Funding in this
bill can be used to get this project un-
derway.

The current bridge was built in 1922.
It was rated functionally obsolete in
1988. Twice since 1972 it has been closed
for extended periods. Many drivers
must use it on a daily basis.

The bridge has additional national
importance because this U.S. Highway
70 bridge over White River in rural Ar-
kansas is the alternate route for users
of Interstate 40, a vitally important
east-west route across our State and
Nation.

If 1-40 is closed for any reason, or use
is substantially restricted, travelers
must use the U.S. 70 route, or make
substantial detours at significant costs
in terms of dollars and time.

Developing States like Arkansas
need capital investments to improve
transportation links in the national
transportation system. Instrument
landing system improvements at the
Jonesboro Regional Airport and com-
pletion of the U.S. Highway 63 bypass
overpasses are important to future de-
velopment. These capital investments
are essential for economic growth, job
development, and continued progress.

Late last year, as a part of the
Intermodel Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991, the Congress au-
thorized continued Federal participa-
tion in the construction work on the
U.S. Highway 63 bypass overpasses.
Funding in today's transportation ap-
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propriations bill can be used to push
these overpasses forward.

Jonesboro is a regional economic
center. U.S. Highway 63 is a critical
part of the local, regional, and national
transportation system. Increasing
usage of the highway bypass has
stretched to the limit its capacity for
safely moving vehicle traffic. Comple-
tion of the overpasses is needed to im-
prove the efficiency of the highway and
reduce the frequency of and potential
for traffic accidents.

In the last 10 years about $350 million
in Federal transportation funds have
been invested in projects in Arkansas’
First Congressional District which I
represent. These funds have been indis-
pensable to economic development in
this region.

Congresses provided these funds at
the same that they were appropriating
less than Presidents requested. In fact,
in the last 23 years, Congresses have
appropriated $93.8 billion less than
Presidents wanted.

I urge that the House approve this
appropriations bill.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, today I rise in support
of H.R. 5518. This bill includes funds
that will help Chicago residents by im-
proving roads and in the building of the
downtown circulator light-rail project
that we so badly need.

However, I do have some serious con-
cerns about the cavalier manner in
which the Federal Transit Administra-
tion has monitored the grantees in re-
gion V. In 1989 I asked the GAO to in-
vestigate the FTA’s management of
Federal funds in that region, which is
headquartered in Chicago, and whose
biggest grantee is the Chicago Transit
Authority.

What they found was appalling. The
FTA has provided very-poor-to-non-
existent oversight of the taxpayers'
money spent in region V. This has re-
sulted in fraud, waste, abuse and mis-
management of Federal funds; as well
as a gross underserving of the transpor-
tation needs of senior citizens, and es-
pecially of workers who must travel
through this megalopolis in order to
find employment and/or to keep their
jobs.

Among other things, the GAO found
that: First, the Chicago Transit Au-
thority had $800 million in unspent
funds, second, they had an inadequate
inventory of bus parts and third, were
paying unnecessarily high amounts for
capital projects.

Other glaring abuses found by the
GAO and other Federal agencies that
were due to the lack of FTA oversight,
range from some questionable person-
nel policies at the highest level, to bid-
rigging and to the CTA’'s knowingly
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giving contracts to unqualified ven-
dors.

The real losers from the waste and
mismanagement afforded by the FTA's
lax oversight are the American tax-
payer, Chicago and suburban commut-
ers and mass transit users. Mr. Chair-
man, at the same time that the Chi-
cago Transit Authority had millions of
dollars in unspent capital funds, they
threatened to close down the Lake
Street elevated train line, which is a
major transportation artery for a large
portion of urban Chicago as well as an
important route for suburban commut-
ers; and also attempted to increase
fares and eliminate vital bus routes all
in the name of cost control.

It is my understanding that the re-
gion V FTA Office is beginning to insti-
tute better management and auditing
controls. I can only hope this is very
true, because in these critical eco-
nomic times when we are so concerned
about getting a good return from every
Federal dollar we spend, the American
taxpayer deserves more for his money
spent in Chicago and its suburbs. The
Federal Transit Administration must
do a much better monitoring process in
the future.
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the Transportation Sub-
committee for its work this year, and
specifically commend the subcommit-
tee for including report language on
the National Wildflower Research Cen-
ter in Austin, TX.

The National Wildflower Research
Center is the leading institution in the
United States for native plants.
Throughout the country, with the help
of the center’s expertise, our highways
are lined with beautiful wildflowers
that liven up the road. Wildflowers do
much more, however. They lessen the
need for mowing along roads, which
saves money on maintenance. They
also reduce soil erosion and promote
biodiversity. This approach makes
planting wildflowers along our roads a
money saver for the taxpayer.

While existing law sets aside one-
quarter of a percent of highway land-
scaping funds for wildflowers, some
States have been slow in using this
money to plant wildflowers. This bill's
report directs the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration to work with States to
develop guidelines to promote better
roadside vegetation management,
which would include expanded use of
wildflowers.

Wildflowers lining our highways give
us the unseen—but important—benefit
of lower maintenance costs and less
soil erosion. Let us also recognize the
benefits we see: the great variety of
wildflowers and collage of colors we see
as we drive along the highways of our
great and beautiful country.
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished dean of our delegation, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, this is
a great bill. It is a bill that improves
the quality of life for all Americans. It
is a bill which helps industry and busi-
ness in our country. I would say at this
particular juncture of history, it is ex-
tremely important because it provides
jobs in an era of time in which there is
a great need for jobs.

So I hope we can even improve the
legislation. I certainly favor this legis-
lation.

But before I close, I would like to say
that the main reason why I am speak-

-ing now is to pay tribute to a wonder-

ful guy, BILL LEHMAN, who despite the
fact of very serious illness, did not let
it stop him, and he went ahead and did
what he needed to do for his country
and did it in a very magnificent and ex-
emplary way. I think we are all in his
debt. We all owe a lot to him for what
he did against great adverse situations.
He and the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, both, epitomize integrity, thought-
fulness, concern for others, concern for
our country, and I am very, very deep-
ly grateful that we have had them
through the years. I think they have
left behind them a tremendous monu-
ment, in the wonderful things they
have done for our country. I do not
know of anybody who has done more.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, | want to con-
gratulate and thank Chairman LEHMAN and the
subcommittee’s ranking Republican member,
LARRY COUGHLIN, and all the members of the
subcommittee for reporting a balanced Dbill
under tight fiscal constraints.

The measure before us provides necessary
funding to support, maintain, and expand our
Nation's infrastructure. The bill contains a total
Federal-aid highway obligation of $17.1 billion.
This vital appropriation means jobs for our citi-
zens and improvements to a transportation
system that is threatened by obsolescence.

The bill also provides $9 billion for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, $3.8 billion for the
Federal Transit Administration, 33.6 billion for
the Coast Guard, and $405 million for Amtrak.

The bill is within its 602(b) allocation for
budget authority and outlays, and | fully expect
the President to sign the legislation into law in
its current form. Accordingly, | urge my col-
leagues to vote “aye.”

Mr. Speaker, let me also recognize the fine
efforts of the gentlemen from Florida and
Pennsylvania, Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. COUGHLIN.
These men have served in this body for 20
years and 24 years, respectively. They have
served with honor and distinction. They have
been great friends to transportation. Both men
are leaving this institution at the end of this
session. | hope that in their retirement they
are able to travel across the Nation's high-
ways and byways—that they made possible.

| wish them Godspeed—but | urge them to
keep it below 55 miles an hour.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of this legislation. | also want to com-
mend Chairman LEHMAN, the members of the
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subcommittee, and the subcommittee staff for
the outstanding job they did in crafting this bill
under very tough circumstances.

As everyone knows, last year, Congress
adopted overwhelmingly a 6-year reauthoriza-
tion of our Nation's transportation programs.
The Intermodal Surface Transportation En-
hancement Act [ISTEA] established our
spending priorities for rehabilitating, improving,
and expanding our Nation's highways, roads,
bridges, and mass transit systems. The sub-
committee has made a very laudable effort to
comply with this law with limited resources.

Unfortunately, we are unable to keep pace
with the priorities established under the ISTEA
legislation because of the enormous fiscal
problems we face and because of the con-
straints imposed by the 1990 budget agree-
ment. In fact, we are unable to even keep
pace with the money we allocated for trans-
portation in the current fiscal year. H.R. 5518
is $370 million below the current year spend-
ing level. This funding reduction is a real cut
in one of the few areas of Federal spending
that has an undisputed and positive effect on
our economy. Every economist agrees that in-
vestment in public infrastructure pays for itself
many times over in greater productivity in the
future.

| have long advocated an increase in our
public infrastructure investment, and | am
pleased that my colleague from Wisconsin,
Mr. OBeY, will be offering an amendment to
achieve this goal. The Obey amendment takes
savings we made in our foreign assistance
budget and applies that savings to creating
jobs and improving transportation systems
here at home. The Obey amendment will not
add to the deficit and will create over 125,000
jobs for Americans. This is just the kind of
boost our sluggish economy needs at this
time, and | urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to highlight
some specific initiatives in the bill that provide
enormous benefits in northern California. H.R.
5518 includes $4 million for right-of-way acqui-
sition associated with a new bridge in Yuba
City, CA. This bridge is a crucial part of
planned highway expansion through Sutter
and Yuba Counties. The right-of-way acquisi-
tion funding will enable the State and local
governments to move this project along earlier
than anticipated.

The bill also includes funding for an alter-
natives analysis for the new southern exten-
sion of light rail service in Sacramento. Addi-
tionally, the bill will jump start a new electric
trolley bus system for Sacramento. The elec-
tric trolley bus will be a joint venture between
the Sacramento Regional Transit District and
the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. Elec-
tric trolley buses will help alleviate the air qual-
ity problems that the Sacramento area now
faces by fielding cleaner running buses in the
local transit system.

On the whole, H.R. 5518 is a fair and bal-
anced bill. | commend Chairman LEHMAN and
the ranking member, Mr. COUGHLIN, for their
leadership on transportation issues. We will
miss them both as they are retiring at the end
of this year. | wish them both well in the fu-
ture.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bill.
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber rises in support of H.R. 5518.

This Member would like to direct com-
mendations to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], the chairman of the
subcommittee, and the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN], the
ranking member of the subcommittee, for their
exceptional work in bringing this bill to the
floor. This Member is very grateful for the sup-
port they have shown to Nebraska over the
years and also for their overall efforts to im-
prove the country’s infrastructure. They have
certainly made a positive difference in Con-
gress and in this country and their tireless
dedication will be greatly missed since they
have chosen not to seek reelection.

This appropriations bill strikes an appro-
priate balance between dire concerns about
the Federal deficit and transportation needs of
the United States. The bill also reflects an em-
phasis on the overall needs of the Nation as
well as addressing local and regional transpor-
tation issues and projects.

Specifically, this Member would like to thank
the committee and subcommittee for recogniz-
ing and proposing to act upon the long-term
need for a bridge between Newcastle, NE,
and Vermillion, SD. For six decades, the pros-
pect of constructing a bridge in the Newcastle-
Vermillion area has enjoyed widespread sup-
port. An impressive coalition of community or-
ganizations, local governments, businesses,
and individuals from both Nebraska and South
Dakota has joined together in support of this
bridge.

Such a bistate consensus is possible be-
cause the benefits resulting from the bridge’s
construction are so clear, These benefits in-
clude increased economic development, en-
hanced recreational opportunities, improved
access to health care, and a reduction in
transportation costs. Also, the construction of
this bridge will improve the general quality of
life for the area’s residents by creating addi-
tional opportunities for higher education and
cultural and social activities.

Due to the current lack of a bridge, commu-
nities in northeast Nebraska and southeast
South Dakota—including Vermillion, SD, the
location of the University of South Dakota—
have remained isolated from each other de-
spite their proximity. As a result, economic ac-
tivity in the region has been hampered and
labor and commerce options have been lim-
ited. Clearly, the completion of this bridge
across the Missouri River will be a significant
aid in aftracting new businesses to the area.

This Member would also like to thank his
distinguished colleague from South Dakota
[Mr. JoHnson] for his outstanding efforts and
cooperation with this Member on behalf of this
bridge project. The completion of this bridge
will play an important role in facilitating an
interdependence between communities in Ne-
braska and South Dakota and Mr. JOHNSON
deserves recognition for the important role he
has played in bringing this goal closer to re-
ality. It has been a pleasure to continue the
close and good cooperation on this and other
bistate projects and issues.

This Member also wished to express his ap-
preciation for the report language which urges
priority status for grant applications for a num-
ber of airport projects including Nebraska City

July 9, 1992

and York, NE. This language is added to
cause the Nebraska nt of Aero-
nautics and the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to give priority to these projects in order
to better ensure quality air service for these
communities. This Member hopes that the
agencies will take quite seriously this expres-
sion of legislative intent rather than repeating
excuses why action cannot be taken expedi-
tiously.

This Member would like to briefly explain
the circumstances which necessitate this
statement of proposed priority. Prior to con-
struction of the airport in York, this Member
made the case that the runway should be built
of sufficient length to handle the company jets
of businesses vital to the economic develop-
ment of the area. This, however, was not ap-
proved by Nebraska's Department of Aero-
nautics. Now, year after year, the community’s
needs for such a runway is frustrated by a pri-
ority system which does not elevate this
project high enough to receive approval.

Second, a higher priority is necessary for
the Nebraska City Airport so that sufficient
funds will be available for buying an FAA-ap-
proved parcel. The airport authority is currently
unable to purchase the parcel due to an ap-
praisal that was substantially higher than ini-
tially planned due to court challenges of the
initial land appraisals. Without additional
funds, the scope of the airport project and the
air safety of the airport will be greatly and un-
acceptably limited. The current level of funds
would require one runway to be a much short-
er runway than will eventually be required. It
would be causing the same mistake and inad-
equacies made when the York Airport was
constructed.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, this Member
urges strong support for H.R. 5518 and urges
his colleagues to approve it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, | am here to de-
fend the integrity of the budgetary firewalls,
part of the so-called budget deal that | voted
against 2 years ago. Make no mistake, the
1990 budget agreement was a grave error.
We were promised that this agreement was
the tool we needed to reduce the deficit; what
we have seen over the past 2 years is that it
was the tool the majority of Congress needed
to justify raising taxes and increase spending.

Let's cut through the rhetoric and take a
look at the numbers: In 1989, the year before
the agreement was struck, the deficit stood at
$152 billion, down from 155 billion the pre-
vious year. Since then, the figure has rocketed
upward, to $220 billion, $269 billion, and now
to $400 billion—and with no end in sight.

Given the history of the budget agreement,
some may ask why | am supporting any part
of it. The answer is simple and unoriginal, but
bears repeating: The firewalls that were estab-
lished between the three budget categories
are now the only barrier preventing the major-
ity of these two bodies from spending this
country even further into debt. They are the
last modicum of protection that the American
taxpayers have against further encroachment
on their pocketbooks.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard many mem-
bers stand up in support of allowing this tem-
porary breach of the budget agreement. We
have heard the usual rationalization for exces-
sive spending, namely: Jobs for the American
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worker. Behind the scenes, lobbyists and in-
terest groups have been hard at work trying to
convince me to sell out my principles and my
constituents for a promised $77 million aimed
in the general direction of the State of Florida.

There's no doubt that Florida deserves an
increased share of the Federal pie—especially
when it comes to transportation dollars—our
State holds the dubious honor of being 56th
out of the 56 State and territorial tax entities
in terms of return on our tax dollars. Many of
my colleagues will remember how hard this
Member and our entire delegation fought to
change the unfair and discriminatory funding
formulas that leave Florida in the donor-State
rut year after year after year, despite our size
and tremendous growth. We fought and we
lost—and we will continue fighting to bring fair-
ness back into the system.

But we will not be bought off. Yes, Florida
deserves more Federal highway funds, but not
at the expense of all budget constraint and re-
sponsibility. This Congress has proven over
and over that it is incapable and unwilling to
curb spending—to live within our Nation's
means and to make tough choices. This
amendment to break down the firewalls is just
one more example of that trend.

| urge my colleagues to look beyond the
short-term, short-sighted goals of the Obey
amendment, and to reaffirm our commitment
to jobs and security for the American people
through sound fiscal policy, rather than the
smoke-and-mirrors approach being considered
today.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, last year |
supported the transportation appropriations bill
even though it contained requirements that pi-
lots be tested for drug use. For the last year,
| have been intending to educate this body on
the concept of performance testing in lieu of
the invasive, humiliating requirement of drug
testing.

Performance testing does not analyze urine,
blood, or hair. A computer specifically meas-
ures proper neuromuscular response time and
coordination based on the individual’s normal
reactions. The computer immediately registers
impairment of any type, including emotional
trauma, alcohol consumption, or drug use.
With this program, employees could be tested
when they report for work or a supervisor can
pull a person from his or her job imme-
diately—rather than waiting for the results of a
drug test from a lab to be returned.

More lives can be saved and more of our
constitutional protections against Government
invasion salvaged with performance testing.
While we do not have the option of voting for
performance testing in today’s bill, | urge my
colleagues to explore with me how we can
move away from the very false security of
drug testing and toward performance testing.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 5518, the transportation appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1993.

Mr. Chairman, over the past year or more,
the Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation worked intensely to fashion a reauthor-
ization of the Federal-aid to Highways Pro-
gram—the Surface Transportation Act—ad-
dressing the transportation infrastructure
needs of this Nation.

Known popularly as ICE-TEA, the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation and Efficiency

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Act enacted into law in December last year,
held out the only hope of getting funds down
to the States that would, in absolute effect,
create millions of jobs. For every one of the
$151 billion authorized, 50,000 jobs could be
created, if the bill is fully funded over the next
6 years.

Mr. Chairman, | know how difficult it was for
you to try to find a sufficient amount of money
in our budget to adequately fund necessary
transportation and transit programs under pay-
as-you-go budgetary requirements.

| wholeheartedly support the Obey amend-
ment which, technically, takes down the fire-
walls in the 1890 budget agreement, and | can
do so with impunity since | voted against the
1990 budget summit agreement that put up
firewalls in the first place.

As we worked long nights and weekends
putting ISTEA together late last year, the un-
employment situation was worsening, and we
were still deep in the recession. Now, today,
while we make an effort to secure additional,
desperately needed funds for ISTEA, unem-
ployment has risen once again to the highest
rates since the recession began.

ISTEA, Mr. Chairman, is and always was, in
the words of our esteemed subcommittee
chairman NORMAN MINETA, a jobs bill. That is
what it was intended to be, and it is the only
such bill this Congress has thus far produced
that can, and will if funded, give States and lo-
calities the chance to create jobs, put people
to work, and help provide millions of unem-
ployed with the dignity of a paycheck and a
quality life that has been too long deferred.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], as a substantive measure to use
decisions already made by the House on for-
eign aid to allow additional investment in
American infrastructure and jobs.

The amendment does not come near to re-
storing the $5.5 billion cut in funding in the ap-
propriations bill as reported to the House, that
figure representing a 23-percent cut in trust
fund supported highway programs. But the
amendment will give us $2.5 billion—creating
almost 250,000 new jobs. The amendment
does not use new money. It is a tightly tar-
geted use of the $400 million in outlays that
was cut by the House from the foreign oper-
ations appropriations for investment in our
own Nation—boosting the economy from one
end of this country to the other.

Just last year, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration reported that more than $40 billion is
needed simply to maintain our highways and
bridges, our transit systems, in their current
conditions.

Of the new dollars made possible under the
Obey amendment, we will use 90 percent of
the budget authority for the highway programs,
and 10 percent for transit.

Mr. Chairman, let me once again convey to
you my thanks and appreciation for the appro-
priations bill you have reported. No one, and
least of all me, thinks that you could have
done more under the circumstances, given the
spending caps imposed on your subcommit-
tee. You did the best you could and that was
very good indeed.

H.R. 5518 as reported, increased the fund-
ing level for our State demonstration projects
by 18 percent of the total costs of all such
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projects. This is immensely important to my
State and my district.

The bill as reported provides a total of
$3.789 billion for transit, an increase of some
$27.5 million more than in fiscal year 1992.
During our committee's work on ISTEA, it was
my privilege to have won approval of in-
creases in allocations for section 9b and sec-
tion 18, small urban and rural transit pro-
grams. Because my State suffered heavy
losses in population under the new census
counts, these increases in funding allocations
have not yet shown up on the transit side in
West Virginia, but | believe that, if we are able
to continue even modest increases in transit
funding over the next few years, my State’s
transit allocations will begin to improve. | hope
so, because West Virginia has no large urban
areas, which receive 85 percent of transit
funds. Under ISTEA, | was able to get section
9b, small urban allocations, increased from 8.6
percent to 9.36 percent, and for section 18,
rural, the increase went from 2.9 percent to
5.5 percent of appropriated funds.

In order for transit programs to work as en-
visioned under ISTEA we must consider the fi-
nancial bind that States and localities find
themselves in with regard to matching fund re-
quirements. In an amendment to be offered
today, and which | support, we will permit the
FTA to waive State and local matching re-
quirements for certain mass transit programs
in fiscal year 1993. There is a requirement
that these matching funds be repaid at a later
date. This amendment will give State and local
transit officials the breathing room they need
to go forward with improved and upgraded
transit services, without having to delay such
projects because matching State and local
funds are not available to trigger use of the
Federal transit allocations.

Aviation programs under the bill, as re-
ported, were given a total funding level of
$9.034 billion for the FAA, an increase of $162
million from fiscal year 1992 levels.

Also under consideration today, Mr. Chair-
man, is an amendment requiring the FAA to
issue regulations which establish specified
time limits on the amount of time that airline
flight attendants must be on duty, as well as
minimum required rest periods. As a strong
supporter of H.R. 14 which passed the House
last August, | also strongly support adoption of
this amendment. | commend the chairman of
our Surface Transportation Subcommittee for
bringing this matter up for consideration at this
time.

Mr. Chairman, there will be an amendment
offered today to shift any funds saved under
the international—foreign—affairs function of
the budget to deficit reduction, rather than for
our use here at home to help stabilize the
economy and create jobs.

It is good to keep in mind, and to remind
our colleagues, that surface transportation pro-
grams are financed to a large extent by dedi-
cated taxes, collected from highway users to
improve the roads and bridges upon which
they rely for business, for industry, for pleas-
ure. If it were not for budget walls and pay-as-
you-go, along with spending ceilings and caps
throughout the 1990 budget agreement, per-
haps we could obligate more of the trust funds
to highways and ftransit, making the Obey
amendment unnecessary.
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Why can't we? Because the highway users
who are paying an extra 5 cents per gallon at
the gas pump in order to maintain and im-
prove the transportation system they use and
depend upon, have had one-half of that nickel
arbitrarily taken away from its dedicated use,
and placed in the general fund for deficit re-
duction instead of in the highway trust fund
where it could do the most good. | have no
need to stand on this floor today to hear de-
mands that a mere $400 million in foreign aid
outlays should not be sent on transportation,
when the House has already voted not to
spend it overseas. The American people are
kicking in 2'2 cents on every gallon of gaso-
line they buy to help us reduce the deficit and
| daresay every one of them would applaud
our use of both foreign aid dollars and de-
fense dollars, if they could, for domestic
needs.

| would be remiss here, if | did not again
thank our able Public Works and Transpor-
tation Committee chairman, Boe RCE, for his
unstinting efforts last year to secure approval
of a Nickel for America which allows us to be
here today even talking about increased fund-
ing for our Nation's transportation needs. | ap-
plaud his courage in calling for the Nickel for
America to help pay for the Nation's infrastruc-
ture needs.

The ISTEA was intended to obligate the
trust fund surpluses to the greatest extent pos-
sible, to fund highway, bridge, and transit sys-
tem improvements. It was understood that for
every dollar authorized, jobs would be created
and economic development would be assured.

| cannot stress too often that one of the
major side effects of full and adequate funding
for the highway bill is that it does, it will, cre-
ate jobs—and this Congress must do some-
thing in that direction before it is too late. The
only chance for job creation we have this year,
and for the next 5 years, is to fully fund
ISTEA. It's that simple, Mr. Chairman, for de-
spite our calls for enactment of a jobs bill, we
see nothing on the horizon that even comes
close to what is possible under ISTEA.

| want to thank Chairman LEHMAN, for his
valiant efforts to stretch the budget he was
given to work with, and for doing so in a man-
ner that, even with funding shortfalls, would
have still made a big difference in our States
and congressional districts with respect to cre-
ating jobs and boosting the economy nation-
ally. | know that he used the dollars he was
given in the best possible way, for | know that
he takes seriously the mantle of responsibility
he wears in the name of transportation year-
in and year-out for these many years.

Mr. Chairman, | pause to pay tribute to you
and the wisdom you have brought to the de-
bate on highway development over the years.
You have announced your retirement, and you
will be sorely missed. | take this opportunity to
tell you that your contribution to our Nation's
transportation system is too enormous to put
into words—but words won't be necessary for
we will always remember and think of you
each time we take to the roads and byways of
this country. In the coming decades, we and
our children and grandchildren will look upon
the remarkable improvements in transportation
we have achieved, made possible solely as a
result of your able stewardship as chairman of
the Transportation Appropriations Subcommit-
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tee, it will be your name, Mr. Chairman, that
comes most to mind. You have left us a great
I , and we are grateful.

r. Chairman, | support H.R. 5518, and the
Obey amendment, and | commend that gen-
tleman, as well as the leadership of our Public
Works and Transportation Committee, for their
efforts to fashion this use of foreign aid funds
so that all of America can benefit. | can think
of no better or wiser use of foreign aid dollars,
than their use here at home at a time when
our people are in such great need.

| recommend this bill to my colleagues, urge
their support, and hope that the bill do pass.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in reluctant opposition to the transportation ap-
propriation bill for fiscal year 1993.

Transportation appropriations bills are noto-
rious for the level of pork barrel spending they
include. Regrettably, considering our Nation’s
$400 billion budget deficit and $4 frillion debt,
this bill is no different.

Some of the most notable pork projects in
this bill include $1 million for two bike paths in
Florida, $680,000 for a bypass in the Virgin Is-
lands, $800,000 for a transportation center in
Missouri, $4 million for a bridge linking Ne-
braska and South Dakota, $3 million for an ac-
cess ramp in New Jersey, and others. Funding
for these parochial projects undercuts impor-
tant programs through which States can apply
funds flexibly to areas with greatest transpor-
tation needs.

In addition, this bill appropriates hundreds of
millions of dollars for light rail and other mass
transit projects from Baltimore to Dallas to
Honolulu. The $640 million funded and ear-
marked by the bill will be spent on projects
that have not been thoroughly reviewed and
pr%perly analyzed.

or example, the bill would provide $18 mil-
lion for a Seattle-Tacoma commuter rail
project for which an alternatives analysis has
not been initiated and which appears to com-
pete with high-occupancy-vehicle lanes and a
rail system proposed for the same traffic cor-
ridor.

Mr. Chairman, | don't dispute the merit of
every single project | have noted, but | reject
the method by which they were inserted into
the bill by the committee, without careful con-
sideration and without regard to their costly
impact on the already serious fiscal crisis fac-
ing our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5518 punctuates this
body’s inability to move away from politics-as-
usual. Just last month, Congress rejected a
balanced budget amendment, with opponents
arguing that constitutional action was unnec-
essary because the deficit crisis could be
solved with congressional discipline. They
contended that a constitutional amendment
would delay action, when immediate action
was desperately needed.

This pork-filled bill demonstrates the empti-
ness of this argument. Passage of this bill is
another example of the continuing lack of fis-
cal discipline and dedication on the part of
Congress to taking action on the deficit.

Mr. Chairman, it is time for Congress to
start making tough decisions, replace smart
politics with good policy, and vote against a
bill that could cut more spending and lift some
of the excessive burden from American tax-
payers. | urge my colleagues to reject H.R.
5518.
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, today |
rise to express my strong support for the fiscal
year 1993 transportation appropriations bill. |
commend my colleague, Chairman WILLIAM
LEHMAN, for his hard work and dedication in
putting forth a strong appropriations bill that
will go a long way in supporting, expanding
and improving our Nation's infrastructure. |
think it is also appropriate to point out that, in
these current economic times and b
constraints, that this legislation falls within the
caps set by the 1992 budget agreement.

| am particularly pleased that funds have
been provided to implement mass transit pro-
grams in both Santa Fe and Rio Rancho, New
Mexico. It is vital to our Nation's economy that
we work to link our urban and rural areas to-
gether. The funding provided in this legislation
will greatly benefit the citizens of New Mexico
by making programs and services more ac-
cessible. Additionally, funds have also been
provided to assist both the Santa Fe Airport
and the Albuquerque International Airport. This
funding is important for improvements in safe-
ty and services for New Mexico's residents
and visitors.

These and other provisions included in this
legislation provide much needed improve-
ments to New Mexico’s roads, highways, and
airports. Mr. Chairman, this legislation is criti-
cal for the residents of my district, the State of
New Mexico and our Nation's infrastructure. |
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 5518 and I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. I want to
express my appreciation to the mem-
bers and staff of the Transportation
Appropriations Subcommittee for their
outstanding work on this bill. As a
former subcommittee member, I know
from personal experience that the sub-
committee works very hard at a de-
manding job.

I want to commend Chairman BILL
LEHMAN, who is quite simply a model
chairman—dedicated, diligent, and
fair. I value his friendship and I have
the highest respect for his efforts to de-
fend sound transportation policies
throughout the 1980's and 1990’s. His
work on transit issues has been very
important to the entire nation and to
my home city of Portland.

Portland is justifiably proud of its
MAX light rail system, which has been
a spectacular popular success since it
opened in 1987. BILL LEHMAN is one of
the heroes of this story because of his
strong support for the Federal Transit
Program and his help for MAX on ap-
propriations bills going back to 1981.
Mr. Chairman, thank you. The House
and the Nation will miss you.

One of the subcommittee's strengths
has been the close relationship between
Chairman LEHMAN and LARRY COUGH-
LIN, the ranking Republican. I am also
grateful for Mr. COUGHLIN's help and
friendship over the years.

Finally, my thanks to Tom Kingfield,
Rich Efford, Linda Muir, and Lucy
Hand for their work.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, unless other-
wise specified in House report 102-659,
debate on each amendment to title I or
title II of the bill, and any amendments
thereto, shall be limited to 20 minutes.

It shall be in order to consider the
amendments printed in House Report
102-659. Each amendment may be of-
fered only the proponent or a designee,
shall be considered as read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified, equally
divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent of the amend-
ment, shall not be subject to amend-
ment and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question.

The amendments specified in House
report 102-659 to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY) may be considered en bloc.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may recognize for the con-
sideration of the amendments printed
in part 1 of the report a proponent at
any time, but not sooner than 1 hour
after the floor manager of the bill an-
nounces from the floor a request to
that effect.

The amendments printed in part 1 of
the report shall be considered in the
order printed. If both of the amend-
ments numbered 1 and 2 printed in part
1 of the report are adopted, only the
second to be adopted shall be consid-
ered as finally adopted and reported to
the House.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5518

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

That the following sums are appropriated,
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, and for
other purposes, namely:
TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate
Office of the Secretary, $1,435,000.

IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate
Office of the Deputy Secretary, $427,000.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $7,140,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Policy and Inter-
national Affairs, $9,080,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

BUDGET AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the

Assistant Secretary for Budget and Pro-
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grams, $2,921,000, including not to exceed
$40,000 for allocation within the Department
of official reception and representation ex-
penses as the Secretary may determine.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Governmental Af-
fairs, $2,340,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Administration,
$31,268,000, of which $3,668,000 shall remain
available until expended.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs,
$1,546,000.

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

For necessary expenses of the Executive
Secretariat, $965,000.

CONTRACT APPEALS BOARD

For necessary expenses of the Contract Ap-
peals Board, $636,000.

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Civil Rights, $1,520,000.

OFFICE OF ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Office of Es-
sential Air Service, $1,545,000.

OFFICE OF SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED
BUSINESS UTILIZATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Small and Disadvantaged Business Utiliza-
tion, $953,000: Provided, That, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, funds avail-
able for the purposes of the Minority Busi-
ness Resource Center in this or any other
Act may be used for business opportunities
related to any mode of transportation.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

telligence and Security, $1,265,000.
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND
DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for conducting
transportation planning, research, and devel-
opment activities, including the collection of
national transportation statistics, to remain
available until expended, $3,025,000.

OFFICE OF COMMERCIAL SPACE
TRANSPORTATION
OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

For necessary expenses for operations and
research activities related to commercial
space transportation, $§4,364,000, of which
$1,200,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, there may be credited
to this account up to $300,000 received from
user fees established for regulatory services.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order with regard to the lan-
guage at line 24 on page 4 and continu-
ing to line 2 on page 5, that it con-
stitutes legislation in an appropriation
bill and is in violation of clause 2 of
rule XXI.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] desire to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct, and the
subcommittee concedes the point of
order.
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The CHATRMAN (Mr. BOUCHER). The
point of order is conceded and sus-
tained.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

Necessary expenses for operating costs and
capital outlays of the Department of Trans-
portation Working Capital Fund not to ex-
ceed $94,000,000 shall be paid, in accordance
with law, from appropriations made avail-
able by this Act and prior appropriations
Acts to the Department of Transportation,
together with advances and reimbursements
received by the Department of Transpor-
tation.

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For liquidation of obligations incurred for
payments to air carriers of so much of the
compensation fixed and determined under
section 419 of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1389), as is pay-
able by the Department of Transportation,
$38,600,000, to remain available until ex-
pended and to be derived from the Alrport
and Airway Trust Fund: Provided, That none
of the funds in this Act shall be available for
the implementation or execution of pro-
grams in excess of $38,600,000 for the Pay-
ments to Air Carriers program in fiscal year
1993: Provided further, That none of the funds
in this Act shall be available for service to
communities not receiving such service dur-
ing fiscal year 1991, unless such communities
are otherwise eligible for new service, pro-
vide the required local match and are no
more than 200 miles from a large hub airport:
Provided further, That none of the funds in
this Act shall be available to increase the
service levels to communities receiving serv-
ice unless the Secretary of Transportation
certifies in writing that such increased serv-
ice levels are estimated to result in self-suf-
ficiency within three years of initiation of
the increased level of service.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SABO

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SaBo: Page 6,
line 2, strike “‘provide the required local
match and are no more than 200 miles from
a large hub airport:’” and insert ‘‘and provide
the required local match:”,

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment simply makes technical correc-
tions in the essential air service. It
does not increase the funding in the
program.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee has no objections to this amend-
ment. We accept the amendment as far
as the Chair is concerned.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, we
have no objection to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RENTAL PAYMENTS
For necessary expenses for rental of head-

quarters and field space and related services
assessed by the General Services Administra-
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tion, $111,970,000: Provided, That of this
amount, $16,225,000 shall be derived from the
Highway Trust Fund, $29,887,000 shall be de-
rived from the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund, $481,000 shall be derived from the Pipe-
line Safety Fund, and $16,000 shall be derived
from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.
MINORITY BUSINESS RESOURCE CENTER
PROGRAM

For the cost of direct loans, $300,000, as au-
thorized by 49 U.S.C. 332: Provided, That such
costs, including the cost of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided
Sfurther, That these funds are available to
subsidize gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans not to exceed
57,500,000. In addition, for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the direct loan program,
$400,000.

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the operation
and maintenance of the Coast Guard, not
otherwise provided for; purchase of not to ex-
ceed eight passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; payments pursuant to sec-
tion 156 of Public Law 97-377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), and section 229%b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)); and
recreation and welfare; $2,515,739,000, of
which $156,600,000 shall be transferred from
the Department of Defense; of which
$25,000,000 shall be derived from the Qil Spill
Liability Trust Fund; and of which $30,000,000
shall be expended from the Boat Safety Ac-
count: Provided, That the number of aircraft
on hand at any one time shall not exceed two
hundred and twenty-three, exclusive of
planes and parts stored to meet future attri-
tion: Provided further, That none of the funds
appropriated in this or any other Act shall
be available for pay or administrative ex-
penses in connection with shipping commis-
sioners in the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds provided in this
Act shall be available for expenses incurred
for yacht documentation under 46 U.S.C.
12109, except to the extent fees are collected
from yacht owners and credited to this ap-
propriation.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For necessary expenses of acquisition, con-
struction, rebuilding, and improvement of
aids to navigation, shore facilities, vessels,
and aircraft, including equipment related
thereto, $384,600,000, of which $19,250,000 shall
be derived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund; of which $104,500,000 shall be available
to acquire, repair, renovate or improve ves-
sels, small boats and related equipment, to
remain available until September 30, 199T;
$53,400,000 shall be available to acquire new
aircraft and increase aviation capability, to
remain available until September 30, 1995;
$67,650,000 shall be available for other equip-
ment, to remain available until September
30, 1995; $122,550,000 shall be available for
shore facilities and aids to navigation facili-
ties, to remain available until September 30,
1995; and $36,500,000 shall be available for per-
sonnel compensation and benefits and relat-
ed costs, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1993.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND
RESTORATION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Coast Guard's environmental compliance
and restoration functions under chapter 19 of
title 14, United States Code, $21,500,000, to re-
main available until expended.
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ALTERATION OF BRIDGES

For necessary expenses for alteration or
removal of obstructive bridges, $11,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

RETIRED PAY

For retired pay, including the payment of
obligations therefor otherwise chargeable to
lapsed appropriations for this purpose, and
payments under the Retired Serviceman’s
Family Protection and Surviver Benefits
Plans, and for payments for medical care of
retired personnel and their dependents under
the Dependents Medical Care Act (10 U.S.C.
ch. 55), $519,700,000.

RESERVE TRAINING
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For all necessary expenses for the Coast
Guard Reserve, as authorized by law; main-
tenance and operation of facilities; and sup-
plies, equipment, and services; $74,100,000, of
which $50,000,000 shall be transferred from
the Department of Defense.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for applied scientific research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation; mainte-
nance, rehabilitation, lease and operation of
facilities and equipment, as authorized by
law, $27,930,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $4,550,000 shall be derived
from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund: Pro-
vided, That there may be credited to this ap-
propriation funds received from State and
local governments, other public authorities,
private sources, and foreign countries, for
expenses incurred for research, development,
testing, and evaluation.

BOAT SAFETY
(AQUATIC RESOURCES TRUST FUND)

For payment of necessary expenses in-
curred for recreational boating safety assist-
ance under Public Law 92-75, as amended,
$30,000,000, to be derived from the Boat Safe-
ty Account and to remain available until ex-
pended.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Federal
Aviation Administration, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including administrative expenses
for research and development, establishment
of air navigation facilities and the operation
(including leasing) and maintenance of air-
craft, and carrying out the provisions of the
Airport and Airway Development Act, as
amended, or other provisions of law author-
izing the obligation of funds for similar pro-
grams of airport and airway development or
improvement, lease or purchase of four pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only,
$§4,538,000,000, of which $2,279,321,000 shall be
derived from the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund: Provided, That there may be credited
to this appropriation funds received from
States, counties, municipalities, foreign au-
thorities, other public authorities, and pri-
vate sources, for expenses incurred in the
maintenance and operation of air navigation
facilities and for issuance, renewal or modi-
fication of certificates, including airman,
aircraft, and repair station certificates, or
for tests related thereto, or for processing
major repair or alteration forms: Provided
Jurther, That none of these funds shall be
available for new applicants for the second
career training program: Provided further,
That, of the funds available under this head,
$2,000,000 shall be made available for the Mid-
American Aviation Resource Consortium in
Minnesota to operate an air traffic control-
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ler training program: Provided further, That
funds may be used to enter into a grant
agreement with a non-profit standard setting
organization to assist in the development of
aviation safety standards.
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for acquisition, establishment, and
improvement by contract or purchase, and
hire of air navigation and experimental fa-
cilities and equipment as authorized by the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49
U.8.C. App. 1301 et seq.), including initial ac-
quisition of necessary sites by lease or grant;
engineering and service testing including
construction of test facilities and acquisi-
tion of necessary sites by lease or grant; and
construction and furnishing of quarters and
related accommodations of officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion stationed at remote localities where
such accommodations are not available; and
the purchase, lease or transfer of aircraft
from funds available under this head; to be
derived from the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund, $2,459,860,000, of which $§2,275,903,000
shall remain available until September 30,
1995, and of which $183,957,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 1994: Provided,
That there may be credited to this appro-
priation funds received from States, coun-
ties, municipalities, other public authorities,
and private sources, for expenses incurred in
the establishment and modernization of air
navigation facilities: Provided further, That
with appropriations made for the Airway
Science program, as authorized below in this
section, the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion may hereafter enter into competitive
grant agreements with institutions of higher
education having airway science curricula,
for the Federal share of the allowable direct
costs of the following categories of items, to
the extent that such items are in support of
airway science curricula: (a) the construc-
tion, purchase, or lease with option to pur-
chase, of buildings and associated facilities,
and (b) instructional materials and equip-
ment. Such funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated and may remain available
until expended. The Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration shall establish guidelines for
determining the direct costs allowable under
grants to be made pursuant to this section.
The maximum Federal share of the allowable
cost of any project assisted by such grants
shall be 50 percent.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for research, engineering, and de-
velopment, in accordance with the provisions
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as
amended (49 U.S.C. App. 1301 et seq.), includ-
ing construction of experimental facilities
and acquisition of necessary sites by lease or
grant, $236,856,000, to be derived from the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund and to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That there may be credited to this appro-
priation funds received from States, coun-
ties, municipalities, other public anthorities,
and private sources, for expenses incurred for
research, engineering, and development.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For liquidation of obligations incurred for
grants-in-aid for airport planning and devel-
opment under section 14 of Public Law 91-
258, as amended, and under other law author-
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izing such obligations, and obligations for
noise compatibility planning and programs,
$1,800,000,000, to be derived from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund and to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That none of
the funds in this Act shall be available for
the planning or execution of programs the
commitments for which are in excess of
$1,800,000,000 in fiscal year 1993 for grants-in-
aid for airport planning and development,
and noise compatibility planning and pro-
grams, notwithstanding section 506(e)(4) of
the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of
1982, as amended, of which not to exceed
$196,313,800 shall be available for letters of
intent issued prior to June 30, 1992.
AVIATION INSURANCE REVOLVING FUND

The Secretary of Transportation is hereby
authorized to make such expenditures and
investments, within the limits of funds
available pursuant to section 1306 of the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49
U.S.C. App. 1536), and in accordance with sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended (31 U.S.C. 9104), as may
be necessary in carrying out the program set
forth in the budget for the current fiscal
year for aviation insurance activities under
title XIII of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.

AIRCRAFT PURCHASE LOAN GUARANTEE
PROGRAM

The Secretary of Transportation may here-
after issue notes or other obligations to the
Secretary of the Treasury, in such forms and
denominations, bearing such maturities, and
subject to such terms and conditions as the
Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe.
Such obligations may be issued to pay any
necessary expenses required pursuant to any
guarantee issued under the Act of September
7, 1857, Public Law B85-307, as amended (49
U.S.C. 1324 note). None of the funds in this
Act shall be available for activities under
this head the obligations for which are in ex-
cess of $9,970,000 during fiscal year 1993. Such
obligations shall be redeemed by the Sec-
retary from appropriations authorized by
this section. The Secretary of the Treasury
shall purchase any such obligations, and for
such purpose he may use as a public debt
transaction the proceeds from the sale of any
securities issued under the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as now or hereafter in force. The
purposes for which securities may be issued
under such Act are extended to include any
purchase of notes or other obligations issued
under the subsection. The Secretary of the
Treasury may sell any such obligations at
such times and price and upon such terms
and conditions as he shall determine in his
discretion. All purchases, redemptions, and
sales of such obligations by such Secretary
shall be treated as public debt transactions
of the United States.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
LIMITATION ON GENERAL OPERATING
EXPENSES

Necessary expenses for administration, op-
eration, and research of the Federal Highway
Administration not to exceed $351,200,000
shall be paid in accordance with law from ap-
propriations made available by this Act to
the Federal Highway Administration to-
gether with advances and reimbursements
received by the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration: Provided, That not to exceed
$115,000,000 of the amount provided herein
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, there may be credited
to this account funds received from States,
counties, municipalities, other public au-
thorities, and private sources, for training
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expenses incurred for non-Federal employ-
ees.

HIGHWAY-RELATED SAFETY GRANTS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of title 23, Unit-
ed States Code, section 402 administered by
the Federal Highway Administration, to re-
main available until expended, $10,000,000 to
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund:
Provided, That not to exceed $200,000 of the
amount appropriated herein shall be avail-
able for “Limitation on general operating
expenses’’: Provided further, That none of the
funds in this Act shall be available for the
planning or execution of programs the obli-
gations for which are in excess of $10,000,000
in fiscal year 1993 for “Highway-Related
Safety Grants™.

RAILROAD-HIGHWAY CROSSINGS
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

For necessary expenses of certain railroad-
highway crossings demonstration projects as
authorized by section 163 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1973, as amended, to remain
available until expended, $4,580,000, of which
$3,053,333 shall be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-
tion of programs the obligations for which
are in excess of $14,440,000,000 for Federal-aid
highways and highway safety construction
programs for fiscal year 1993.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For carrying out the provisions of title 23,
United States Code, that are attributable to
Federal-aid highways, including the Na-
tional Scenic and Recreational Highway as
authorized by 23 U.S.C. 148, not otherwise
provided, including reimbursements for sums
expended pursuant to the provisions of 23
U.S.C. 308, $18,800,000,000 or so much thereof
as may be available in and derived from the
Highway Trust Fund, to remain available
until expended.

RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLVING FUND
(LIMITATION ON DIRECT LOANS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

During fiscal year 1993 and with the re-
sources and authority available, gross obli-
gations for the principal amount of direct
loans shall not exceed $42,500,000.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
motor carrier safety functions of the Sec-
retary as authorized by the Department of
Transportation Act (80 Stat. 939-940),
$51,500,000, of which $3,920,000 shall remain
available until expended.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of section 402 of
Public Law 97-424, $65,000,000, to be derived
from the Highway Trust Fund and to remain
available until expended: Provided, That
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able for the implementation or execution of
programs the obligations for which are in ex-
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cess of $65,000,000 for ‘“Motor Carrier Safety
Grants, of which not to exceed $3,000,000
shall be available for activities authorized
by section 4008 of Public Law 102-240.
BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON PARKWAY

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided, to carry out the provisions of the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and section 1069
of Public Law 102-240 for the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway, to remain available
until expended, $10,000,000.

INTERMODAL URBAN DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 124 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Amendments of 1974, $4,000,000, to
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund and
to remain available until expended.

HIGHWAY SAFETY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses to carry out con-
struction projects as authorized by Public
Law 99-500 and Public Law 99-501, $8,000,000,
to be derived from the Highway Trust Fund
and to remain available until expended.

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For the purpose of carrying out a coordi-
nated project of highway improvements in
the vicinity of Pontiac and East Lansing,
Michigan, that demonstrates methods of en-
hancing safety and promoting economic de-
velopment, $7,500,000, to be derived from the
Highway Trust Fund and to remain available
until expended.

HIGHWAY WIDENING DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

For necessary expenses to carry out a dem-
onstration project to improve U.S. Route 202
in the vicinity of King of Prussia, Pennsylva-
nia, as authorized by Public Law 100-202,
$800,000, to remain available until expended.

HIGHWAY WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENT
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For up to 80 percent of the expenses nec-
essary to carry out a highway project be-
tween Paintsville and Prestonsburg, Ken-
tucky, that demonstrates the safety and eco-
nomic benefits of widening and improving
highways in mountainous areas, $1,680,000, to
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund and
to remain available until expended.

CLIMBING LANE AND HIGHWAY SAFETY
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For 80 percent of the expenses necessary to
carry out a highway project on U.S. Route 15
in the vicinity of Tioga County, Pennsylva-
nia, for the purpose of demonstrating meth-
ods of improved highway and highway safety
construction, $4,800,000, to be derived from
the Highway Trust Fund and to remain
available until expended.

ALABAMA HIGHWAY BYPASS DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For B0 percent of the expenses necessary
for the construction of a highway bypass
project in the vicinity of Jasper, Alabama,
for the purpose of demonstrating methods of
improved highway and highway safety con-
struction, $4,060,000, to be derived from the
Highway Trust Fund and to remain available
until expended.

KENTUCKY BRIDGE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For 80 percent of the expenses necessary to

replace the Glover Cary Bridge in
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Owensboro, Kentucky, for the purpose of
demonstrating methods of improved highway
and highway safety construction, $8,000,000,
to be derived from the Highway Trust Fund
and to remain available until expended.
VIRGINIA HOV SAFETY DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For 80 percent of the expenses necessary to
construct High Occupancy Vehicle lanes on
Interstate Route 66 between U.S. Route 50
and U.S. Route 29, including the construc-
tion of an interchange at Interstate Route 66
and the Route 234 Manassas bypass for the
purpose of demonstrating methods of in-
creasing highway capacity and safety by the
use of highway shoulders to construct HOV
lanes, $2,000,000, to be derived from the High-
way Trust Fund and to remain available
until expended.

URBAN HIGHWAY CORRIDOR AND BICYCLE
TRANSPORTATION DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For 80 percent of the expenses necessary to
improve and upgrade the M-59 urban high-
way corridor in southeast Michigan for the
purpose of demonstrating methods of im-
proving congested urban corridors that have
been neglected during construction of the
Interstate system, $3,860,000, to be derived
from the Highway Trust Fund and to remain
available until expended, together with
$380,000, to be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended, to provide for 80 percent of the ex-
penses necessary for a bicycle transportation
demonstration project in Macomb County,
Michigan.

URBAN AIRPORT ACCESS SAFETY
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For B0 percent of the expenses necessary to
improve and upgrade access to Detroit Met-
ropolitan Airport in southeast Michigan,
$4,800,000, to be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended, for the purpose of demonstrating
methods of improving access to major urban
airports.

PENNSYLVANIA RECONSTRUCTION
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For 80 percent of the expenses necessary to
upgrade, widen, and reconstruct the sections
of Pennsylvania Route 56 known as Haws
Pike and the Windber By-Pass, for the pur-
pose of demonstrating methods of promoting
economic development and highway safety,
$8,000,000, to be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund and to remain available until ex-

pended.
PENNSYLVANIA TOLL ROAD DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)
For necessary expenses for the

Monongahela Valley Expressway, $4,000,000,
to be derived from the Highway Trust Fund
and to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That these funds, together with funds
made available from the Highway Trust
Fund, for Federal participation in the toll
highway project being carried out under sec-
tion 129(j) of title 23, United States Code, in
the State of Pennsylvania shall be subject to
section 129(j) of such title, relating to Fed-
eral share limitation.
HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For up to 80 percent of the expenses nec-
essary for certain highway and bicycle trans-
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portation projects and parking facilities, in-
cluding feasibility and environmental stud-
ies, that demonstrate methods of improving
safety, reducing congestion, or promoting
economic development, $90,600,000, to be de-
rived from the Highway Trust Fund and to
remain available until expended.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Secretary with respect to
traffic and highway safety under the Motor
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act
(Public Law 92-513, as amended) and the Na-
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act,
$76,890,000, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1995.

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Secretary with respect to
traffic and highway safety under 23 U.S.C.
403 and section 2006 of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, to
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund,
$43,250,000, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1995.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred carry-
ing out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 153, 402,
406, 408, and 410, section 2007 of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991, and section 209 of Public Law 95-599,
as amended, to remain available until ex-
pended, $152,000,000, to be derived from the
Highway Trust Fund: Provided, That, not-
withstanding subsection 2009(b) of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991, none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the planning or execution of
programs the total obligations for which, in
fiscal year 1993, are in excess of $130,300,000
for programs authorized under 23 U.S.C. 402,
of which $112,000,000 shall be for *‘State and
community highway  safety grants'’,
$12,000,000 shall be for section 153 ‘‘Safety
belt and motorcycle helmet use' grants,
$2,000,000 shall be for section 410 ‘*Alcohol-
impaired driving countermeasures' grants,
and $4,300,000 shall be for the ‘*National Driv-
er Register'': Provided further, That none of
these funds shall be used for construction,
rehabilitation or remodeling costs, or for of-
fice furnishings and fixtures for State, local,
or private buildings or structures: Provided
Jurther, That none of the funds in this Act
shall be available for the planning or execu-
tion of programs the total obligations for
which are in excess of $7,700,000 for **Alcohol
safety incentive grants'’ authorized under 23
U.S.C. 408: Provided further, That not to ex-
ceed $5,153,000 may be available for admin-
istering ‘‘State and community highway
safety grants' and $§150,000 may be available
for administering section 410: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds in this Act
shall be available for the planning or execu-
tion of programs authorized under section
209 of Public Law 85-599, as amended, the
total obligations for which are in excess of
$4,750,000 in fiscal years 1982 through 1993.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

For necessary expenses of the Federal Rail-
road Administration, not otherwise provided
for, $17,385,000, of which $1,895,000 shall re-
main available until expended: Provided,
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That none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the planning or execution of a
program making commitments to guarantee
new loans under the Emergency Rail Serv-
ices Act of 1970, as amended, and that no new
commitments to guarantee loans under sec-
tion 211(a) or 211(h) of the Regional Rail Re-
organization Act of 1973, as amended, shall
be made: Provided further, That, as part of
the Washington Union Station transaction
in which the Secretary assumed the first
deed of trust on the property and, where the
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation
or any successor is obligated to make pay-
ments on such deed of trust on the Sec-
retary's behalf, including payments on and
after September 30, 1988, the Secretary is au-
thorized to receive such payments directly
from the Union Station Redevelopment Cor-
poration, credit them to the appropriation
charged for the first deed of trust, and make
payments on the first deed of trust with
those funds: Provided further, That such addi-
tional sums as may be necessary for pay-
ment on the first deed of trust may be ad-
vanced by the Administrator from unobli-
gated balances available to the Federal Rail-
road Administration, to be reimbursed from
payments received from the Union Station
Redevelopment Corporation.
RAILROAD SAFETY

For necessary expenses in connection with
railroad safety, not otherwise provided for,
$40,090,000, of which $1,335,000 shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That
there may be credited to this appropriation
funds received from non-Federal sources for
expenses incurred in training safety employ-
ees of private industry, State and local au-
thorities, or other public authorities other
than State rail safety inspectors participat-
ing in training pursuant to section 206 of the
Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for railroad re-
search and development, $14,800,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That up to $600,000 shall be made available to
support, by financial assistance agreement,
railroad-highway grade crossing safety pro-
grams, including Operation Lifesaver: Pro-
vided further, That $100,000 is available until
expended to support by financial assistance
agreement railroad metallurgical and weld-
ing studies at the Oregon Graduate Institute.

GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION

To enable the Secretary of Transportation
to make grants to the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation for operating losses
incurred by the Corporation, capital im-
provements, and labor protection costs au-
thorized by 45 U.8.C 601, to remain available
until expended, $405,000,000, of which
$331,000,000 shall be available for operating
losses incurred by the Corporation and for
labor protection costs, and of which
$74,000,000, not to become available until
July 1, 1993, shall be available for capital im-
provements: Provided, That none of the funds
herein appropriated shall be used for lease or
purchase of passenger motor vehicles or for
the hire of vehicle operators for any officer
or employee, other than the president of the
Corporation, excluding the lease of passenger
motor vehicles for those officers or employ-
ees while in official travel status: Provided
Sfurther, That the Secretary shall make no
commitments to guarantee new loans or
loans for new purposes under 45 U.S.C. 602 in
fiscal year 1993: Provided further, That no
funds are required to be expended or reserved
for expenditure pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 601(e):
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Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation shall not operate rail
passenger service between Atlantic City,
New Jersey, and the Northeast Corridor
main line unless the Corporation’s Board of
Directors determines that revenues from
such service have covered or exceeded 75 per
centum of the short-term avoidable costs of
operating such service in the third year of
operation: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided in this or any other Act shall
be made available to finance the acquisition
and rehabilitation of a line, and construction
necessary to facilitate improved rail pas-
senger service, between Spuyten Duyvil, New
York, and the main line of the Northeast
Corridor unless the Secretary of Transpor-
tation certifies that not less than 40 per cen-
tum of the costs of such improvements shall
be derived from non-Amtrak sources.

MANDATORY PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE
PAYMENTS

To enable the Secretary of Transportation
to pay obligations and liabilities of the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation,
$146,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That this amount is avail-
able only for the payment of: (1) tax liabil-
ities under section 3221 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 due in fiscal year 1993 in ex-
cess of amounts needed to fund benefits for
individuals who retired from the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation and for their
beneficiaries; (2) obligations of the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation under sec-
tion 358(a) of title 45, United States Code,
due in fiscal year 1993 in excess of its obliga-
tions calculated on an experience-rated
basis; and (3) obligations of the National
Rallroad Passenger Corporation due under
section 3321 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT
FINANCING FUNDS

The Secretary of Transportation is author-
ized to issue to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury notes or other obligations pursuant to
section 512 of the Raillroad Revitalization
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (Public
Law 94-210), as amended, in such amounts
and at such times as may be necessary to
pay any amounts required pursuant to the
guarantee of the principal amount of obliga-
tions under sections 511 through 513 of such
Act, such authority to exist as long as any
such guaranteed obligation is outstanding:
Provided, That no new loan guarantee com-
mitments shall be made during fiscal year
1993: Provided further, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, for fiscal year
1989 and each fiscal year thereafter all
amounts realized from the sale of notes or
securities sold under authority of this sec-
tion shall be considered as current year do-
mestic discretionary outlay offsets and not
as ‘“‘asset sales' or ‘‘loan prepayments’ as
defined by section 257(12) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended: Provided further, That
any underwriting fees and related expenses
shall be derived solely from the proceeds of
the sales.

CONRAIL COMMUTER TRANSITION ASSISTANCE

For necessary capital expenses of Conrail
commuter transition assistance, not other-
wise provided for, $7,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

AMTRAK CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT LOANS

For the cost of direct loans to the Chicago,
Missouri and Western Railroad, or its succes-
sors, to replace existing jointed rail with
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continuous welded rail between Joliet and
Granite City, Illinois, $844,200: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That these funds are available
to subsidize gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct loans not to exceed
$3,500,000: Provided further, That any loan au-
thorized under this section shall be struc-
tured with a maximum 20-year payment at
an annual interest rate of 4 per centum: Pro-
vided further, That the Federal Government
shall hold a first and prior purchase money
security interest with respect to any mate-
rials to be acquired with Federal funds: Pro-
vided further, That any such loan shall be
matched on a dollar for dollar basis by the
State of Illinois: Provided further, That any
such loan shall be made available no later
than thirty days after enactment of this Act.
NATIONAL MAGNETIC LEVITATION PROTOTYPE
DEVELOPMENT
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the planning or execution of the
National Magnetic Levitation Prototype De-
velopment program as defined in subsections
1036(b) and 1036(d)(1)(A) of the Intermodal
Sglgrfaca Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991.

HIGH-SPEED GROUND TRANSPORTATION
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of the High-
Speed Ground Transportation program as de-
fined in subsections 1036(c) and 1036(d)(1)(B)
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991, $2,000,000, to be derived
from the Highway Trust Fund and to remain
available until expended: Provided, That
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able for the implementation or execution of
programs the obligations for which are in ex-
cess of $5,000,000 for the “High-Speed Ground
Transportation' program.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Federal Transit Administration's pro-
grams authorized by the Federal Transit Act
and 23 U.S.C. chapter 1 in connection with
these activities, including hire of passenger
motor vehicles and services as authorized by
5 U.S.C. 3109, $13,400,000: Provided, That no
more than $38,550,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes.

FORMULA GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of sections 9, 16(b)(2), and 18 of the
Federal Transit Act, to remain available
until expended, $755,125,000: Provided, That no
more than $1,820,000,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, of the funds provided
under this head for formula grants no more
than $720,000,000 may be used for operating
assistance under section 9(k){(2) of the Fed-
eral Transit Act.

UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS

For necessary expenses for university
transportation centers as authorized by sec-
tion 11(b) of the Federal Transit Act, to re-
main available until expended, $2,025,000:
Provided, That no more than $6,000,000 of
budget authority shall be available for these
purposes.

TRANSIT PLANNING AND RESEARCH

For necessary expenses for transit plan-

ning and research as authorized by section 26
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of the Federal Transit Act, to remain avail-
able until expended, $29,000,000: Provided,
That no more than $85,000,000 of budget au-
thority shall be available for these purposes.
TRUST FUND SHARE OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out section 21(a) of the Federal
Transit Act, $1,150,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended and to be derived from
the Highway Trust Fund: Provided, That
$25,150,000 shall be paid from the Mass Tran-
sit Account of the Highway Trust Fund to
the Federal Transit Administration’s admin-
istrative expenses account: Provided further,
That $1,064,875,000 shall be paid from the
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust
Fund to the Federal Transit Administra-
tion's formula grants account: Provided fur-
ther, That $3,975,000 shall be paid from the
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust
Fund to the Federal Transit Administra-
tion’s university transportation centers ac-
count: Provided further, That $56,000,000 shall
be paid from the Mass Transit Account of
the Highway Trust Fund to the Federal
Transit Administration's transit planning
and research account.

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-
tion of programs the obligations for which
are in excess of $1,600,000,000 in fiscal year
1993 for grants under the contract authority
authorized in section 21 (b) of the Federal
Transit Act: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, of that
amount there shall be available for new fixed
guideway systems—

not less than $35,000,000 for the Atlanta
MARTA North Line Extension Project;

not less than §25,000,000 for the Baltimore
LRT Extensions Project;

not less than $45,000,000 for the South Bos-
ton Piers Transitway Project;

not less than $25,000,000 for the Chicago
Central Area Connector Project;

not less than $1,500,000 for the Cleveland
Dual Hub Corridor Project;

not less than §50,000,000 for the Dallas
South Oak Clff LRT Project;

not less than §40,000,000 for the Honolulu
Rapid Transit Starter Line of Projects;

not less than $40,000,000 for the Houston
Regional Bus Plan Program of Projects;

not less than $10,000,000 for the Jackson-
ville ASE Extension Project;

not less than $110,000,000 for the Los Ange-
les Metro Rail MOS-2 and MOS-3 Projects;

not less than $10,000,000 for the Maryland
Commuter Rail Project, of which $3,000,000
shall be available for the Waldorf Corridor;

not less than 85,434,000 for the Miami
Metromover Stage 1 Completion-Omni/
Brickell Project and not less than $2,966,000
to restore urban initiative funds provided to
Miami in Public Law 98-473 but transferred
to the Metromover Project in 1989;

not less than $35,000,000 for the New Jersey
Urban Core Project;

not less than $10,000,000 for the New York
Queens Connection Project;

not less than $2,900,000 for the Orlando
OSCAR LRT Project;

not less than $700,000 for the Philadelphia
Cross County Commuter Rail Project;

not less than $17,000,000 for the Pittsburgh
Busway Projects;

not less than $49,000,000 for the Portland
Westside LRT Project;
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not less than $1,000,000 for the Sacramento
LRT Extension Project;

not less than $2,000,000 for the San Diego
Mid-Coast Extension Project;

not less than $45,000,000 for the San Fran-
cisco Airport BART Extension Project and
the Tasman Corridor LRT Project;

not less than $18,000,000 for the Seattle-Ta-
coma Commuter Rail Project;

not less than $3,000,000 for the Salt Lake
City South LRT Project;

not less than $51,000,000 for the St. Louis
METRO Link Projects; and

not less than $5,500,000 for the Florida Tri-
County Commuter Rail Project.

MASS TRANSIT CAPITAL FUND
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out section 21 (b) of the Federal
Transit Act, administered by the Federal
Transit Administration, $1,500,000,000, to be
derived from the Highway Trust Fund and to
remain available until expended.

INTERSTATE TRANSFER GRANTS—TRANSIT

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of 23 U.S.C. 108(e)(4) related to
transit projects, $75,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

WASHINGTON METRO

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 14 of Public Law 96-184
and Public Law 101-551, $165,000,000, to re-
main available until expended.

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation is hereby authorized to make
such expenditures, within the limits of funds
and borrowing authority available to the
Corporation, and in accord with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations as pro-
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended, as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs set
forth in the Corporation's budget for the cur-
rent fiscal year.
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses for operation and
maintenance of those portions of the Saint
Lawrence Seaway operated and maintained
by the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation, $11,100,000, to be derived from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, pursu-
ant to Public Law 99-662.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration, and for expenses for
conducting research and development,
$21,335,000, of which $165,000 shall be derived
from the Pipeline Safety Fund, and of which
$1,824,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That, notwithstanding 31
U.S.C. 3302, there may be credited to this ap-
propriation funds received from States,
counties, municipalities, other public au-
thorities, and private sources for expenses
incurred for training, for reports publication
and dissemination, and for airline statistics;
and up to $1,600,000 in funds received from
user fees established to support the elec-
tronic tariff filing system: Provided further,
That not less than $1,282,000 in fees shall be
collected under section 106(c)(11) of the Haz-
ardous Materials Transportation Uniform
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Safety Act of 1990 (49 U.S.C. App. 1805(c)(11))
and deposited in the general fund of the
Treasury as offsetting receipts.
PIPELINE SAFETY
(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)

For expenses necessary to conduct the
functions of the pipeline safety program and
for grants-in-aid to carry out a pipeline safe-
ty program, as authorized by section 5 of the
Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and
the Hazardous Liguid Pipeline Safety Act of
1979, $14,100,000, to be derived from the Pipe-
line Safety Fund, of which §7,700,000 shall re-
main available until expended.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS
(EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND)

For necessary expenses to carry out a
training curriculum as authorized by section
117A of the Hazardous Materials Transpor-
tation Act, as amended, $850,000, to be de-
rived from the Emergency Preparedness
Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

ALASKA PIPELINE TASK FORCE
(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses to support a Presi-
dential Task Force audit of the Trans-Alas-
ka Pipeline System, as required by title VIII
of the Oil Pollution Act of 1890, $360,000, to be
derived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General to carry out the provisions
of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, §38,000,000.
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title I of the bill be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there points of
order against the remainder of title I?

Are there amendments to the re-
mainder of title I?

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, if I
might, and this is strictly for discus-
sion purposes only, I ask unanimous
consent to return to page 11, line 2, for
purposes of offering an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PENNY

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PENNY: Page 11,
line 2, strike ‘$4,538,000,000" and insert

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will also
be recognized for 10 minutes.

Is there a Member seeking the 10
minutes in opposition to the amend-
ment?
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] will be
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] will
be recognized for 10 minutes in opposi-
tion.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I simply
want to take this time to discuss the
issue of flight training lessons that are
provided to personnel at the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

As the chairman and the ranking
member will recall, last year together
with the gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. DORGAN] we suggested an amend-
ment in this area because of our con-
cern that far too many high-level De-
partment officials at the Department
of Transportation were benefiting from
flying lessons. Our view was that we
should not have all of America’s tax-
payers subsidizing flying lessons for
these top level bureaucrats.

I do understand the underlying pur-
pose of this flight training program is
to provide training services to many,
many personnel in the Department who
are involved in testing the safety of
airplanes and other safety-related pur-
poses.

We frankly understand the need for
that kind of ongoing training and were
not out last year to cut the ability of
the Department of Transportation to
provide for appropriate personnel in
that regard; however, we did want to
draw attention to the issue. We were
disappointed last year to be rebuffed by
the committee in our effort to make
some cost reductions in this area.

I would simply ask the chairman of
the committee to respond if he might
in terms of the work that the commit-
tee has done this year to address reduc-
tions in this budget as a way of cutting
the part of the expenditures for flight
training that were making it possible
for some of these high-level executives
in the Department to get free flight
lessons at the taxpayers expense.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, I
think the gentleman's concern is sin-
cere; however, I think the gentleman
also realizes that we have reduced this
appropriation by $1.5 million, which
should be enough to resolve this prob-
lem. I will continue to work with the
gentleman.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I would
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] in further dis-
cussion of this point. I think here
again it is my understanding that
there was a $1.5 million reduction from
the request of the Department for §7.3
million in this area, leaving the final
appropriation at $5.8 million. That re-
duction was designed to eliminate the
free flight lessons that were available
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to those who were not directly involved
in the kind of safety and inspection
programs that the Department needs
to carry out.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is
correct in terms of the reduction that
was made.

I do think it is a little misleading to
say that these funds are for free flight
lessons. By far the vast majority of
these funds are to maintain the pro-
ficiency of FAA employees who are in-
deed pilots who need to use the airways
to have the experience of how the avia-
tion and the air traffic control system
works. It is very important that these
employees of the Department have
hands-on experience in operating in the
system. These funds are primarily to
provide that experience.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his response.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me this
time.

I want to join with my colleague, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, in ob-
jecting to the amendment and object-
ing to the trivialization of an impor-
tant element of oversight that the ex-
ecutive management of the FAA has
over the aviation system, even though
it includes sometimes their own train-
ing in proficiency, their own check
rides, their biannual check rides to
make sure they are current and safe.

I can assure the gentleman from Min-
nesota that if any such trivial exam-
ples come to our attention in the fu-
ture, we will pursue them with vigor,
because we do not want the taxpayers’
money being used in frivolous and triv-
ial ways.
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But I have looked into this myself.
The gentleman and I might disagree
over which level of executive needs to
know and how that is helpful in their
day-to-day duty. As of yet, I have not
been able to find a specific example of
free flight lessons, trivial flight les-
sons.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Again, Mr. Chairman, I
do want to acknowledge that the com-
mittee has achieved a $1.5 million cut
in this part of the budget, and I do ac-
knowledge that the vast majority of
the funding in this area does go to help
our aviation safety inspectors. That is
something we would all want to sup-
port. To the degree that there have
been others, including high-level ex-
ecutives in the department who have
received flight training, with Iless
money next year it is going to be less
likely that anyone other than the in-
spectors will be funded in this flight
training category.
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I appreciate the work of the commit-
tee in this regard.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to withdraw
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the balance of title I?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Florida rise?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, pursuant to the requirements of
the rule, I notify the House that
amendments printed in part 1 of the
Rules Committee report be called up no
sooner than 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman’s notice is re-
ceived.

Are their additional amendments to
the balance of title I?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I—RELATED AGENCIES

ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPOR-
TATION BARRIERS COMPLIANCE
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary for the Architec-
tural and Transportation Barriers Compli-
ance Board, as authorized by section 502 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended,
$3,200,000: Provided, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, there may be
credited to this appropriation funds received
for publications and training expenses.
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY
BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the National
Transportation Safety Board, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft;
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at
rates for individuals not to exceed the per
diem rate equivalent to the rate for a GS-18;
uniforms, or allowances therefor, as author-
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902), $36,000,000, of
which not to exceed $1,000 may be used for
official reception and representation ex-
penses.
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, including services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, hire of passenger
motor vehicles as authorized by 31 U.S.C.
1343(b), and not to exceed $1,500 for official
reception and representation expenses,
$43,930,000: Provided, That joint board mem-
bers and cooperating State commissioners
may use Government transportation re-
quests when traveling in connection with
their official duties as such: Provided further,
That $7,300,000 in fees collected in fiscal year
1993 by the Interstate Commerce Commission
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9701 shall be made
available to this appropriation in fiscal year
1993.

PAYMENTS FOR DIRECTED RAIL SERVICE
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

None of the funds provided in this Act
shall be available for the execution of pro-
grams the obligations for which can reason-
ably be expected to exceed $475,000 for di-
rected rail service authorized under 49 U.5.C.
11125 or any other Act.
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PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION
PANAMA CANAL REVOLVING FUND

For administrative expenses of the Pan-
ama Canal Commission, including not to ex-
ceed $11,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses of the Board; not to ex-
ceed $5,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses of the Secretary, and
not to exceed $30,000 for official reception
and representation expenses of the Adminis-
trator, $51,150,000, to be derived from the
Panama Canal Revolving Fund: Provided,
That none of these funds may be used for the
planning or execution of non-administrative
and capital programs the obligations for
which are in excess of $530,000,000 in fiscal
year 1993: Provided further, That funds avail-
able to the Panama Canal Commission shall
be available for the purchase of not to exceed
thirty-five passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only (including large heavy-duty
vehicles used to transport Commission per-
sonnel across the Isthmus of Panama), the
purchase price of which shall not exceed
$18,000 per vehicle.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
REBATE OF SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY TOLLS
(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND)

For rebate of the United States portion of
tolls paid for use of the Saint Lawrence Sea-
way, pursuant to Public Law 99-662,
$10,400,000, to remain available until ex-
pended and to be derived from the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund, of which not to ex-
ceed $200,000 shall be available for expenses
of administering the rebates.

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

TRANSIT AUTHORITY
INTEREST PAYMENTS

For necessary expenses for interest pay-
ments, to remain available until expended,
$51,663,569: Provided, That these funds shall
be disbursed pursuant to terms and condi-
tions established by Public Law 96-184 and
the Initial Bond Repayment Participation
Agreement.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

SEC. 301. During the current fiscal year ap-
plicable appropriations to the Department of
Transportation shall be available for mainte-
nance and operation of aircraft; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft, purchase
of liability insurance for motor vehicles op-
erating in foreign countries on official de-
partment business; and uniforms, or allow-
ances therefor, as authcrized by law (5 U.S.C.
5901-5902)

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. OBERSTAR] rise?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against section
338 of the bill as legislation in an ap-
propriations bill, in violation of clause
2 of rule XXI of the rules of the House
of Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the gentleman that the commit-
tee has not reached that point in the
bill as of this moment.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 302. Funds for the Panama Canal Com-
mission may be apportioned notwithstanding
31 U.8.C. 1341 to the extent necessary to per-
mit payment of such pay increases for offi-
cers or employees as may be authorized by
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administrative action pursuant to law that
are not in excess of statutory increases
granted for the same period in corresponding
rates of compensation for other employees of
the Government in comparable positions.

SEc. 303. Funds appropriated under this
Act for expenditures by the Federal Aviation
Administration shall be available (1) except
as otherwise authorized by the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 236-244), for ex-
penses of primary and secondary schooling
for dependents of Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration personnel stationed outside the con-
tinental United States at costs for any given
area not in excess of those of the Depart-
ment of Defense for the same area, when it is
determined by the Secretary that the
schools, if any, available in the locality are
unable to provide adequately for the edu-
cation of such dependents, and (2) for trans-
portation of said dependents between schools
serving the area that they attend and their
places of residence when the Secretary,
under such regulations as may be prescribed,
determines that such schools are not acces-
sible by public means of transportation on a
regular basis.

SEc. 304. Appropriations contained in this
Act for the Department of Transportation
shall be available for services as authorized
by 5 U.8.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to
the rate for a GS-18.

SEC. 305. None of the funds for the Panama
Canal Commission may be expended unless
in conformance with the Panama Canal
Treaties of 1977 and any law implementing
those treaties.

SEC. 306. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used for the planning or execution of any
program to pay the expenses of, or otherwise
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings
funded in this Act.

SEC. 307. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall remain available for obliga-
tion beyond the current fiscal year, nor may
any be transferred to other appropriations,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this or any
previous or subsequent Act shall be available
for the planning or implementation of any
change in the current Federal status of the
Volpe National Transportation Systems Cen-
ter, and none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation of any
change in the current Federal status of the
Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center:
Provided, That the Secretary may plan for
further development of the Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center and for other
compatible uses of the Center's real prop-
erty: Provided, That any such planning does
not alter the Federal status of the Center’'s
research and development operation.

SEC. 309. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract pursuant
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
ghall be limited to those contracts where
such expenditures are a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
except where otherwise provided under exist-
ing law, or under existing Executive order is-
sued pursuant to existing law.

SEec. 310. (a) For fiscal year 1993 the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall distribute the
obligation limitation for Federal-aid high-
ways by allocation in the ratio which sums
authorized to be appropriated for Federal-aid
highways and highway safety construction
that are apportioned or allocated to each
State for such fiscal year bear to the total of
the sums authorized to be appropriated for
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Federal-aid highways and highway safety
construction that are apportioned or allo-
cated to all the States for such fiscal year.

(b) During the period October 1 through
December 31, 1992, no State shall obligate
more than 25 per centum of the amount dis-
tributed to such State under subsection (a),
and the total of all State obligations during
such period shall not exceed 15 per centum of
the total amount distributed to all States
under such subsection.

(c) notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b),
the Secretary shall—

(1) provide all States with authority suffi-
cient to prevent lapses of sums authorized to
be appropriated for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction that have been
apportioned to a State, except in those in-
stances in which a State indicates its inten-
tion to lapse sums apportioned under section
104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United States Code;

(2) after August 1, 1993, revise a distribu-
tion of the funds made available under sub-
section (a) if a State will not obligate the
amount distributed during that fiscal year
and redistribute sufficient amounts to those
States able to obligate amounts in addition
to those previously distributed during that
fiscal year giving priority to those States
having large unobligated balances of funds
apportioned under sections 103(e)4), 104 and
144 of title 23, United States Code, and under
sections 1013(c) and 1015 of Public Law 102-
240; and

(3) not distribute amounts authorized for
administrative expenses, the Federal lands
highway program, the intelligent vehicle
highway systems program, and amounts
made available under sections 1040, 1047, 1064,
5003, 6001, 6004, 6005, 6023, and 6024, of Public
Law 102-240, and not more than $6,800,000 for
section 6006 of Public Law 102-240.

(d) The limitation on obligations for Fed-
eral-aid highways and highway safety con-
struction programs for fiscal year 1993 shall
not apply to obligations for emergency relief
under section 125 of title 23, United States
Code; obligations under section 157 of title
23, United States Code; projects covered
under section 147 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Assistance Act of 1978, section 9 of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1981, sections
131(b), 131(j), and 404 of Public Law 97-424,
and sections 1103 through 1108 of Public Law
102-240; projects authorized by Public Law
99-500, Public Law 99-591 and Public Law 100-
202; or projects covered under subsections 149
(b} and (c) of Public Law 100-17.

(e) Subject to paragraph (c)(2) of this Gen-
eral Provision, a State which after August 1
and on or before September 30 of fiscal year
1993 obligates the amount distributed to such
State in that fiscal year under paragraphs
(a) and (c) of this General Provision may ob-
ligate for Federal-aid highways and highway
safety construction on or before September
30, 1993, an additional amount not to exceed
5 percent of the aggregate amount of funds
apportioned or allocated to such State—

(1) under sections 104 and 144 of title 23,
United States Code, and 1013(c) and 1015 of
Public Law 102-240, and

(2) for highway assistance projects under
section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United States
Code,

which are not obligated on the date such
State completes obligation of the amount so
distributed.

(f) During the period August 2 through
September 30, 1993, the aggregate amount
which may be obligated by all States pursu-
ant to paragraph (e) shall not exceed 2.5 per-
cent of the aggregate amount of funds appor-
tioned or allocated to all States—
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(1) under sections 104 and 144 of title 23,
United States Code, and 1013(c) and 1015 of
Public Law 102-240, and

(2) for highway assistance projects under
section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United States
Code,
which would not be obligated in fiscal year
1993 if the total amount of the obligation
limitation provided for such fiscal year in
this Act were utilized.

(g) Paragraph (e) shall not apply to any
State which on or after August 1, 1993, has
the amount distributed to such State under
paragraph (a) for fiscal year 1993 reduced
under paragraph (c)(2).

SEC. 311. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for salaries and expenses of
more than one hundred and twenty political
and Presidential appointees in the Depart-
ment of Transportation: Provided, That none
of the personnel covered by this provision
may be assigned on temporary detail outside
the Department of Transportation.

SEC. 312. Not to exceed $400,000 of the funds
provided in this Act for the Department of
Transportation shall be available for the
necessary expenses of advisory committees.

SEC. 313. The limitation on obligations for
the programs of the Federal Transit Admin-
istration shall not apply to any authority
under section 21 of the Federal Transit Act,
previously made available for obligation, or
to any other authority previously made
available for obligation under the Discre-
tionary Grants program.

SEC. 314. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds in this Act
shall be available for the construction of, or
any other costs related to, the Central Auto-
mated Transit System (Downtown People
Mover) in Detroit, Michigan.

SEC. 315. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used to implement section 404 of title 23,
United States Code.

SEC. 316. Every 30 days, the Federal Transit
Administration shall pablish in the Federal
Register an announcement of each grant ob-
ligated pursuant to sections 3 and 9 of the
Federal Transit. Act, including the grant
number, the grant amount, and the transit
property receiving each grant.

SEC. 317. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated in this or any
other Act intended for studies, reports,
training, salaries, or research, and related
costs thereof including necessary capital ex-
penses, including site acquisition, construc-
tion and equipment, are available for such
purposes to be conducted through contracts,
grants, or financial assistance agreements
with the educational institutions that are
specified in such Acts or in any report ac-
companying such Acts.

SEC. 318. The Secretary of Transportation
shall permit the obligation of not to exceed
$4,000,000, apportioned under title 23, United
States Code, section 104(b)(5)(B) for the State
of Florida for operating expenses of the Tri-
County Commuter Rail Project in the area of
Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties,
Florida, during each year that Interstate 95
is under reconstruction in such area.

SEC. 319. ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE COM-
PENSATION.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall make payment of compensation
under subsection 419 of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, as amended, only to the extent
and in the manner provided in appropria-
tions Acts, at times and in a manner deter-
mined by the Secretary to be appropriate,
and claims for such compensation shall not
arise except in accordance with this provi-
sion.
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SEC, 320. The authority conferred by sec-
tion 513(d) of the Airport and Airway Im-
provement Act of 1882, as amended, to issue
letters of intent shall remain in effect subse-
quent to September 30, 1992. Letters of intent
may be issued under such subsection to ap-
plicants determined to be qualified under
such Act: Provided, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, all such letters of
intent in excess of $10,000,000 shall be submit-
ted for approval to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of
Representatives; the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate; and the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

SEC. 321. The Secretary of Transportation
is authorized to transfer funds appropriated
for any office of the Office of the Secretary
to any other office of the Office of the Sec-
retary: Provided, That no appropriation shall
be increased or decreased by more than 8 per
centum by all such transfers: Provided fur-
ther, That any such transfer shall be submit-
ted for approval to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations.

SEC. 322. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1993 pay raises for programs
funded in this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 323. VESSEL TRAFFIC SAFETY FAIR-
WwAY.—None of the funds in this Act shall be
available to plan, finalize, or implement reg-
ulations that would establish a vessel traffic
safety fairway less than five miles wide be-
tween the Santa Barbara Traffic Separation
Scheme and the San Francisco Traffic Sepa-
ration Scheme.

SEC. 324. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, airports may transfer, without
consideration, to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration instrument landing systems
(along with associated approach lighting
equipment and runway visual range equip-
ment) which conform to Federal Aviation
Administration design and performance
specifications, the purchase of which was as-
sisted by a Federal airport aid program, air-
port development aid program or airport im-
provement program grant. The Federal Avia-
tion Administration shall accept such equip-
ment, which shall thereafter be operated and
maintained by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration in accordance with agency criteria.

SEC. 325. NATIONAL WEATHER GRAPHICS
SYSTEM.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration for a new National
Weather Graphics System.

SEC. 326. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to award a multiyear contract
for production end items that (1) includes
economic order quantity or long lead time
material procurement in excess of $10,000,000
in any one year of the contract or (2) in-
cludes a cancellation charge greater than
$10,000,000 which at the time of obligation
has not been appropriated to the limits of
the government's liability or (3) includes a
requirement that permits performance under
the contract during the second and subse-
quent years of the contract without condi-
tioning such performance upon the appro-
priation of funds: Provided, That this limita-
tion does not apply to a contract in which
the Federal Government incurs no financial
liability from not buying additional systems,
subsystems, or components beyond the basic
contract requirements.

SEC. 327. REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF
DRIVERS' LICENSES OF INDIVIDUALS CON-
VICTED OF DRUG OFFENSES,—

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 159 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
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“§159. Revocation or suspension of drivers'
licenses of individuals convicted of drug of-
fenses
**(a) WITHHOLDING OF AFPPORTIONMENTS FOR

NONCOMPLIANCE,—

(1) BEGINNING IN FISCAL YEAR 1%4—For
each fiscal year the Secretary shall withhold
5 percent of the amount required to be appor-
tioned to any State under each of paragraphs
(1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) on the first
day of each fiscal year which begins after the
second calendar year following the effective
date of this section if the State does not
meet the requirements of paragraph (3) on
such date.

‘“(2) BEGINNING IN FISCAL YEAR 1996.—The
Secretary shall withhold 10 percent (includ-
ing any amounts withheld under paragraph
(1)) of the amount required to be apportioned
to any State under each of paragraphs (1),
(3), and (5) of section 104(b) on the first day
of each fiscal year which begins after the
fourth calendar year following the effective
date of this section if the State does not
meet the requirements of paragraph (3) on
the first day of such fiscal year.

**(3) REQUIREMENTS,—A State meets the re-
quirements of this paragraph if—

‘*‘(A) the State has enacted and is enforcing
a law that requires in all circumstances, or
requires in the absence of compelling cir-
cumstances warranting an exception—

‘(i) the revocation, or suspension for at
least 6 months, of the driver's license of any
individual who is convicted, after the enact-
ment of such law, of—

*(I) any violation of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act, or

*(II) any drug offense; and

“(ii) a delay in the issuance or reinstate-
ment of a driver’s license to such an individ-
ual for at least 6 months after the individual
applies for the issuance or reinstatement of
a driver's license if the individual does not
have a driver’s license, or the driver's license
of the individual is suspended, at the time
the individual is so convicted; or

“(B) the Governor of the State—

“(i) submits to the Secretary no earlier
than the adjournment sine die of the first
regularly scheduled session of the State's
legislature which begins after the effective
date of this section a written certification
stating that the Governor is opposed to the
enactment or enforcement in the State of a
law described in subparagraph (A), relating
to the revocation, suspension, issuance, or
reinstatement of drivers’ licenses to con-
victed drug offenders; and

“{ii) submits to the Secretary a written
certification that the legislature (including
both Houses where applicable) has adopted a
resolution expressing its opposition to a law
described in clause ().

‘(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.—

‘(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD
FUNDS.—

“(A) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP-
TEMBER 30, 1995.—Any funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment to any
State on or before September 30, 1995, shall
remain available for apportionment to such
State as follows:

**(i) If such funds would have been appor-
tioned under section 104(b)(5)(A) but for this
section, such funds shall remain available
until the end of the fiscal year for which
such funds are authorized to be appropriated.

‘'(ii) If such funds would have been appor-
tioned under section 104(b)(5)(B) but for this
section, such funds shall remain available
until the end of the second fiscal year follow-
ing the fiscal year for which such funds are
authorized to be appropriated.
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*4(ii1) If such funds would have been appor-
tioned under paragraph (1), (3), or (5) of sec-
tion 104(b) but for this section, such funds
shall remain available until the end of the
third fiscal year following the fiscal year for
which such funds are authorized to be appro-
priated.

*(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30,
1995.—No funds withheld under this section
from apportionment to any State after Sep-
tember 30, 1995, shall be available for appor-
tionment to such State.

*(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of
the period for which funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re-
main available for apportionment to a State
under paragraph (1), the State meets the re-
quirements of subsection (a)(3), the Sec-
retary shall, on the first day on which the
State meets the requirements of subsection
(a)(3), apportion to the State the funds with-
held under subsection (a) that remain avail-
able for apportionment to the State.

‘Y(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE-
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap-
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re-
main available for expenditure as follows:

*(A) Funds which would have been origi-
nally apportioned under section 104(b)(5)(A)
shall remain available until the end of the
fiscal year succeeding the fiscal year in
which such funds are apportioned under
paragraph (2).

“(B) Funds which would have been origi-

nally apportioned under paragraph (1), (3), or
(5)(B) of section 104(b) shall remain available
until the end of the third fiscal year succeed-
ing the fiscal year in which such funds are so
apportioned.
Sums not obligated at the end of such period
shall lapse or, in the case of funds appor-
tioned under section 104(b)(5), shall lapse and
be made available by the Secretary for
projects in accordance with section 118(b).

*(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the
end of the period for which funds withheld
under subsection (a) from apportionment are
available for apportionment to a State under
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the
requirements of subsection (a)(3), such funds
shall lapse or, in the case of funds withheld
from apportionment under section 104(b)(5),
such funds shall lapse and be made available
by the Secretary for projects in accordance
with section 118(b).

i"(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

“(1) DRIVER'S LICENSE.—The term ‘driver’s
license' means a license issued by a State to
any individual that authorizes the individual
to operate a motor vehicle on highways.

‘'(2) DRUG OFFENSE.—The term ‘drug of-
fense’ means any criminal offense which pro-
scribes—

“(A) the possession, distribution, manufac-
ture, cultivation, sale, transfer, or the at-
tempt or conspiracy to possess, distribute,
manufacture, cultivate, sell, or transfer any
substance the possession of which is prohib-
ited under the Controlled Substances Act; or

“*(B) the operation of a motor vehicle under
the influence of such a substance.

“(3) CONVICTED.—The term ‘convicted' in-
cludes adjudicated under juvenile proceed-
ings.".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) of this section shall
take effect November 5, 1990,

SEC. 328. COLLEGIATE TRAINING INITIA-

TIVE.—

(a) The Administrator of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration may hereafter continue
the Collegiate Training Initiative program,
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by entering into new agreements, and by
maintaining existing agreements, with post-
secondary educational institutions, as de-
fined by the Administrator, whereby such in-
stitutions prepare students for the position
of air traffic controller with the Department
of Transportation, as defined in 5 U.S.C. 2109.

(b) The Administrator may establish
standards for the entry of institutions into
such program and for their continued par-
ticipation in it.

(c) The Administrator may appoint persons
who have successfully completed a course of
training in such program to the position of
air traffic controller noncompetitively in the
excepted service, as defined in 5 U.S.C. 2103.
Persons so appointed shall serve at the pleas-
ure of the Administrator, subject to § U.S.C.
7511(e) (pertaining to adverse actions). How-
ever, an appointment under this subsection
may be converted from one in the excepted
service to a career-conditional or career ap-
pointment in the competitive civil service,
as defined in 5 U.S8.C. 2102, when the incum-
bent achieves full performance level air traf-
fic controller status, as determined by the
Administrator. The authority conferred by
this subsection to make new appointments
in the excepted service shall expire at the
end of five years from the date of enactment
of this Act, except that the Administrator
may determine to extend such authority for
one or more successlve one-year periods
thereafter,

SEC. 329. CONTROL OF OUTDOOR ADVERTIS-
ING.—Section 131(n) of title 23, United States
Code, iz amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence “Funds apportioned
to a State under section 104 of this title shall
not be treated for purposes of the preceding
sentence as being available to the State for
making such a payment except to the extent
that the State, in its discretion, expends
such funds for such a payment.”.

SEC. 330. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for planning or executing any
rules or regulations to add Passenger Facil-
ity Charges to the cost of travel benefits
commonly known as “‘frequent flyer award
certificates™ or any other bonus program of-
fered by any airline.

SEC. 331. None of the funds provided in this
Act shall be made available for planning and
executing a passenger manifest program by
the Department of Transportation that only
applies to United States flag carriers.

SEC. 332. None of the funds provided in this
Act shall be made available for any criminal
history records check program under the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended.

SEC. 333. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for the planning or implementa-
tion of any change in the current Federal
status of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion's flight service stations at Red Bluff
Airport in Red Bluff, California, Tri-City
Airport in Bristol, Tennessee, and Bert
Mooney Airport in Butte, Montana,

SEC. 334. Section 1064(e) of Public Law 102-
240 is amended by adding *'For further pur-
poses of this section, the access road from
United States Business Route 75 to the Sugar
Island Ferry Service in Chippewa County,
Michigan, and the access road from Michigan
State Route 31 to the Beaver Island Ferry
Service in Charlevoix County, Michigan,
shall be treated as principal arterials.”.

Sec. 335. From funds appropriated to the
Department of Transportation or made
available by this Act or any other Act, the
Secretary of Transportation shall, notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act or
any other Act, make available not to exceed
$3,000,000 for a transportation resource cen-
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ter at Barry University, Miami Shores, Flor-
ida.

SEC. 336. Of the amounts available under
the urban high density program for the
project designated in the State of Indiana,
such amounts may be used for the recon-
struction of an interchange of the subject
project with the Borman Expressway.

SEC. 337. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds made available from the
withdrawal of the I-205 bus lanes under sec-
tion 142 of Public Law 100-17, and previously
appropriated funds from the withdrawal are
available for locally designated transit
projects in Portland, Oregon until expended.

SEC. 338. (a) None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available to implement
title V, section 3 of Public Law 102-143 until
the Federal Aviation Administration has
published a Final Rule reducing the sam-
pling rate for random drug testing of airline
employees to 10 percent annually.

(b) Section 614(a)(1) of the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958, 101 Stat. 953, is amended by
inserting the following before the last sen-
tence therein: “Regulations under this sub-
section or any other authority shall not re-
quire the rate of random testing to exceed,
(i) for the use of alcohol, 10 percent annually,
or (ii) for the use of controlled substances, 10
percent annually.”,

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title III of this bill be considered as
read and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there points of
order against the balance of title III of
the bill?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] rise?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against section
338 of the bill which is legislation in an
appropriation bill and a violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI of the rules of the
House of Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOUCHER). Does
anyone seek recognition in opposition
to the point of order?

If not, for the reasons stated, the
Chair rules that the point of order is
sustained and the section is stricken.

Are there further points of order to
the balance of title III of the bill?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MCNULTY] rise?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order against the language
contained in section 328 on pages 63 and
64 of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order
against the language on the ground
that it constitutes legislation on an ap-
propriations bill and, therefore, vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

Section 328 authorizes the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration to make certain noncompeti-
tive appointments to the position of air
traffic controller and, thereafter, to

July 9, 1992

convert such appointments to the com-
petitive service. Under existing law,
applicants for air traffic controller po-
sitions must pass a competitive exam-
ination administered by the Office of
Personnel Management in order to be
eligible for appointment.

The legislation clearly proposes to
change existing law and, therefore, vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek recognition in opposition to the
point of order?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] rise?

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I frankly
have to concede the point of order, but
I have to express my deep disappoint-
ment that the point of order is raised.
This is a provision which deals with a
very specialized program of collegiate
training of air traffic controllers. It is
a unigue, experimental program that is
working; it is being a model for a new
training system for air traffic control-
lers in this country and a very cost-ef-
fective method, a method that provides
for well-trained air traffic controllers.

The program is being frustrated by
archaic rules of OPM which they are
unwilling to change.

So I am disappointed that the point
of order is being raised. I think OPM is
just clearly wrong. On the other hand,
I concede the point of order and would
hope that the committee of jurisdic-
tion would be able to get OPM to
change their archaic rules which are
preventing a very worthwhile and use-
ful program from progressing.

Frankly, what it does is it leaves in
the lurch a number of young students
who have gone through an extensive
training program. Thirty-five of them
are currently waiting, who have done
their academic training, whom FAA
wants to place around the country in
needed air traffic controller jobs and
simply cannot do it because of archaic
OPM rules.

So I express my disappointment.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the House, and
Chairman Ctay, | ask that you withdraw your
point of order against section 328 of the bill.
This provision provides noncompetitive ap-
pointments by the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration for the position of air
traffic controller. This program is very impor-
tant to the future of our Nation's air traffic con-
trol system.

In April 1990, Minnesota began a unique
program to train air traffic controllers in an
academic setting at the Mid-American Aviation
Resource Consortium [MARC]. This was done
as an alternative to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration’s [FAA] Academy. The program
has been supported by Congress for the past
4 years and $2,000,000 has been included in
fiscal year 1993.

To date the MARC program has graduated
56 students. The FAA has hired 46 of them
and an additional 35 graduates are eligible but
unable to be hired because of a hiring freeze
in place at the FAA. However, the FAA has
positions available for the students and wants
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to place them. Students have even been
asked to choose the area of the country they
would prefer once hiring authority is granted.
If this provision is not allowed we will lose
these highly trained graduates, future grad-
uates, and an opportunity to find a better way
to train air traffic controllers. The MARC pro-
gram is 100 percent federally funded and if we
cut it we will have wasted more taxpayer
money.

The FAA has been trying to recruit more mi-
norities and women into the field of air traffic
control and the Minnesota program is leading
the way. Over 50 percent of its students are
in these categories. The program does this by
targeting minority institutions, providing assist-
ance to the needy, and recruiting nationally.

All MARC students have a 2 or 4-year col-
lege degree prior to admittance and the pro-
gram itself takes 6 months to complete. The
curriculum has been developed in direct co-
operation with the FAA and graduates are
able to productively contribute the first day
they report to work for the FAA.

With all the successes, however, problems
continue to exist. The most difficult of these
are connected with the hiring process. Be-
cause of the closing of the register and the
FAA hiring freeze, new MARC graduates can-
not be hired. That is why | asked section 328
be included.

The MARC program was developed as a
cost-effective alternative to the FAA's Acad-
emy. Employing these graduates is imperative
to testing the validity of these alternative pre-
hire training initiatives. Not providing this lan-
guage will destroy this and other programs.
Not letting this and other programs continue
will cost the Federal Government a chance to
find out if air traffic control candidates can be
trained better by institutions outside the FAA
and before they are hired. There are indica-
tions that these alternative schools actually do
a better job. For example, over 50 percent of
the FAA's graduates wash out while all the
Minnesota graduates are still working at the
agency.

By providing highly motivated, well-trained
air traffic control candidates and an excellent
research and development site for develop-
ment and testing of innovative instructional
techniques and technologies, the MARC pro-
gram is performing a valuable service to the
Federal Government. This effort should be
continued.

The MARC program continues to meet or
exceed every requirement set forth by the
FAA. While the program has not attempted to
change FAA policies and procedures, the FAA
has itself identified the need to change some
policies and procedures. With this in mind, |
ask that the point of order be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from New York
[Mr. MCNULTY] rise?

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Chairman, I just
wish to state to my distinguished col-
league that I make this point of order
on behalf of another Member, the
chairman of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOUCHER). The
point of order is conceded and sus-
tained, and section 328 is stricken from
the bill.
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Are there additional points of order
to this title?

If not, are there amendments to title
III of the bill?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] rise?

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR.
OBERSTAR

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
offer amendments en bloc made in
order under the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments en bloc.

The text of the amendments en bloc
is as follows:

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. OBER-
STAR:

Page 65, strike line 9 and all that follows
through line 22.

5 Pa.‘ge 65, line 23, strike *‘333'" and insert
“353';@:8 66, line 4, strike *33¢4" and insert
“32‘185-3 66, line 11, strike *335" and insert
usgzaf.e 66, line 18, strike “336" and insert
‘.ESFI.B 66, line 23, strike “337" and insert

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR] will be recognized for 10 minutes,
and a member in opposition will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Does any Member seek to be recog-
nized in opposition to the amendments
en bloc?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Michigan rise?

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I am in op-
position to the amendments en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CARR] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

Mr, OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, these amendments en
bloc strike three sections of the bill.
Section 332 of the bill prohibits funding
for any program, any program, to
check ecriminal histories of aviation
employees for security purposes.
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This provision directly, clearly, and
as a blunt instrument undermines se-
curity legislation, now law, that grew
out of the Pan Am 103 bombing in 1988.

A year and a half ago the Congress
passed the Aviation Security Act of
1990 that implemented the rec-
ommendations of the Presidential
Commission on Aviation Security and
Terrorism, on which I served, and on
which the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] served and on
which we spent nearly 10 months of in-
quiry and deliberation to make rec-
ommendations to tighten up security
so that a tragedy of this kind that
killed 270 people could never again hap-
pen.

The provision in this bill would un-
dermine one of the key features of that
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legislation and of the Commission’s
recommendations, and that is to make
sure that criminals do not get into the
security system. There was a very
clear directive in that 1990 legislation
that the FAA, quote: ‘‘issue regula-
tions to require employment investiga-
tions, including criminal history and
record checks,” as the administrator
determines necessary.

I understand that the airline indus-
try is opposed to these checks, and I
understand, I concede, that the FAA's
initial rulemaking proposal may have
been overly broad. But the FAA Ad-
ministrator has clearly indicated that
the agency is reviewing that original
proposal, and they are going to be
making changes in it. The rulemaking
process is not yet complete. It is only
in progress.

The industry has taken a throw-out-
the-baby-with-the-bathwater approach,
by including language in this appro-
priation bill to prohibit any back-
ground check program.

Mr, Chairman, I cannot in conscience

agree with that, I cannot face the fami-
lies of the victims of Pan Am 103 and
say, ““We have made the world less se-
cure. Your loss was somehow in vain.”
I cannot stand idly by and let that hap-
pen.
The better solution is through legis-
lation from our committee. The Sub-
committee on Aviation and the full
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation, have reported out just a
week ago legislation clarifying that
the law gives the administrator of FAA
discretion to determine the situations
in which criminal history checks will
be required; that approach is far better
than taking this blunt instrument ap-
proach and saying, “Don't do any back-
ground checks at all.”” The approach of
the committee, in this provision in the
appropriation bill, would simply open
up the security system for criminals to
penetrate, and I do not think we want
to do that.

Section 331 prohibits funding for
planning and executing a passenger
manifest program, unless it applies to
foreign airlines, as well as U.S. air-
lines. Well, one of the biggest problems
that the families of the victims of Pan
Am 103 faced was trying to find out if
one of their loved ones who was sup-
posed to be on that flight was in fact
on that flight, was in fact among the
victims. The passenger manifest infor-
mation was in disarray. The State De-
partment did not have it; the airline
did not want to give it out or did not
have complete information. The Com-
mission report recommended and the
legislation enacting the recommenda-
tions of that commission required the
planning and development of a program
for issuing of passenger manifests and
then be put into place. We cannot regu-
late what foreign carriers do, except
under internationally-negotiated docu-
ments in a manner of international ac-
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cords. What we could legislate upon we
did legislate upon.

The families of the victims of Pan
Am 103 strongly support the develop-
ment of the passenger manifest pro-
gram, and they want to see it imple-
mented, they want to see this program
carried out in the way that we have
proposed, the way the law sets forth,
and now comes this provision in the ap-
propriation bill. It ways, “Don’t go for-
ward with the rulemaking until you
impose the same requirement on for-
eign carriers.”

The negotiations to accomplish that
purpose are under way. They take
time; I understand that diplomatic ne-
gotiations always take time, but we
should not. stop a program just because
foreign carriers are not immediately
doing exactly the same thing.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, section 330
would prohibit levying of passenger fa-
cility charges on passengers who travel
with a frequent flyer ticket. I agree
that should not be done. The 1990 legis-
lation did not envision any such levy of
passenger facility charges. We have re-
ported legislation out of the Commit-
tee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation that will soon come to the floor
which makes it very clear in a proper
authorizing process that such PFC
should not be imposed. We must not
take that step in an appropriation bill
when the authorizing committee has
acted, and when, first of all, the law is
very clear. We do not think that the
law ought to be reinterpreted in an ap-
propriation bill. In the legislation re-
ported out of the full Committee on
Public Works, we simply reemphasize
the clarity of the law respecting PFC’s
and frequent flyer tickets. I do not
think we ought to legislate in the ap-
propriation bill a matter that is clearly
within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation and upon which this committee
has taken appropriate action.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the en bloc
amendment. The amendment would
strike three sections from the bill that
deal with passenger facility charges,
the passenger manifest program, and
criminal background checks.

I believe that the legislative history
on passenger facility charges is clear.
Congress did not intend that PFC's
should be collected on frequent flyer
and other tickets on which no fare is
paid. Since the intent of Congress is
not being followed, passengers are
being subjected to unwarranted PFC
collections. I believe the prohibition in
the bill will be a clear statement by
the Congress that this practice should
be stopped.
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With regard to the passenger mani-
fest program, the bill language pro-
hibits the Department of Transpor-
tation from issuing a final rule that
only applies to U.S. carriers. The De-
partment has issued an ANPRM which
would require U.S. airlines to compile
manifests for international flights that
include the name of the passenger, the
name of a next of kin and an emer-
gency contact number. We believe that
if the Department anticipates that this
regulation will be beneficial to the U.S.
citizens flying internationally, then it
should apply to both U.S. and foreign
flag carriers.

The imposition of such a regulation
only on U.S. airlines could provide a
competitive advantage to foreign flag
carriers. Those carriers would not have
to bear the cost associated with imple-
mentation of the regulation or cope
with the operational irregularities and
passenger inconvenience resulting from
passengers being confronted with the
requirement to confirm this additional
information prior to boarding inter-
national flights.

The bill language does not prohibit a
final rule. It merely reguires that the
rule apply to both foreign and domestic
carriers. I believe this is fair.

Finally, the bill contains language
prohibiting the FAA from issuing a
final rule requiring eriminal back-
ground checks for 500,000 airline and
airport employees. We support the
FAA's efforts to improve security, but
believe the pending NPRM will not ef-
fectively contribute to efforts to com-
bat terrorism or upgrade airline secu-
rity.

We believe the airline industry’s
track record shows that the current
system works. I am not aware of any
incident of aviation terrorism that has
been caused by a U.S. airline or airport
employee. I am concerned that the
rule, as proposed, would subject em-
ployees to unnecessary and intrusive
investigations. It would also involve
operational and civil rights costs with
no demonstrated improvement to avia-
tion security. Therefore, I believe that
further action on the rulemaking is un-
warranted.

I urge that the en bloc amendment be
defeated.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. OBERSTAR] very much for yielding
this time to me, and I rise in very
strong support of this amendment.

Sympathetic as I am to the objec-
tives of the provisions that we seek to
strike in this amendment, this is clear-
ly the wrong place to be dealing with
these issues. These are issues that have
already been fully considered in the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation. We have, in fact, included
similar provisions in a piece of pending
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legislation, and I would be very sympa-
thetic to having them included in an-
other piece of legislation more likely
to be enacted into law, since the bill
which includes the provisions presently
has not moved to the floor and may
not. But this is clearly an inappropri-
ate place for these items to be consid-
ered.

On the background checks, the bill
prohibits funding for any program to
check the criminal history of aviation
employees for security purposes. This
is way beyond anything I think we
should be considering. The provision
undermines legislation that grew out
of the Pan Am 103 bombing which the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HaM-
MERSCHMIDT] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] were mem-
bers of the commission that studied
the tragedy, and the Aviation Security
Act of 1990 implemented recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Aviation
Security and Terrorism, and among the
provisions was a requirement imposed
on FAA to issue regulations to require
employment investigations, and crimi-
nal history and record checks as the
administrator determines necessary.
So, I think that is clearly a provision
that I would agree with the industry
that FAA’s proposed rule is too expan-
sive, and I do not believe that the cur-
rent employees with many years of
service should be subject to the same
background checks as new applicants.
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So as I say, I am sympathetic to the
objectives of the committee provisions,
but must protest the inclusion of legis-
lation in this appropriations bill. Its a
terrible precedent.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong
support of this amendment.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], the distinguished
minority whip.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Georgia.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is recog-
nized for 2¥2 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, let
me say that I rise with some reluc-
tance, because as someone who has
served on Public Works, I understand
these kinds of jurisdictional fights and
where it is right to do something. But
I have to say that I thought the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration so gro-
tesquely overreached and proposed
rules that were so absurd and so coun-
terproductive and at a time when our
airline industry is in such economic
trouble, that I regard this as a jobs
vote.

Representing one of the largest air-
ports in America and having a real in-
terest in ensuring that our airlines in-
dustry remains healthy and viable, and
knowing that we just in the last few
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weeks had another small airline go
bankrupt, that we have several airlines
that are in severe economic distress,
the regulations that were proposed
would have cost literally over $1 billion
if implemented and provide almost no
useful information.

The fact is that the terrorism prob-
lem we are concerned about is in
Greece and Germany. It is not in the
United States. The FBI will report rou-
tinely that we do a remarkable job of
containing potential terrorism in the
United States. To spend over $1 billion
on Government-mandated regulatory
red tape for no achievement in an in-
dustry which is in economic straits I
think would be a major mistake.

So on behalf of the jobs that cur-
rently exist in the aviation industry
and on behalf of defending those jobs,
and frankly in opposition to totally un-
necessary regulation that I think
would not accomplish anything at the
security level, I am reluctantly but
firmly urging a no vote.

I always hesitate to disagree with my
good friends from the committee, but I
just think in this case this is the right
time to do it, because we know it will
be enacted. So I strongly ask for a
‘‘no"’ vote.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I do
not differ with the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] that the FAA
was overly broad in the NPRN. There is
no question that they did reach too far.
They are revising that NPRN.

Would the gentleman not agree that
imposing a requirement that no back-
ground check be undertaken is too far
in the other direction?

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
think that would be right, if in fact it
was not already correct that the air-
lines themselves engage in background
checks. I just think that the language
in the appropriations bill is legitimate
language, given the economic problems
of the airlines, and I cannot imagine
any security advantage worth the jobs
that will be killed if this, even in this
modified form, goes into effect.

So, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge
a “no” vote, and hope my colleagues
will join me in defense of jobs.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT].

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I strongly support this amend-
ment. Its adoption is needed to ensure
the continued safety of our airlines.

Mr. Chairman, I want to identify my-
self with the remarks of the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
and the ranking member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to strike provisions that
would undermine safety and security
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laws recently passed by Congress.
While the provisions to be struck ad-
dress important aviation issues, most
of them are already addressed in H.R.
5466, which was approved by the Public
Works and Transportation Committee
last week. This bill should be brought
to the floor later this month.

When one looks at each of the provi-
sions individually, it is apparent that
the bill before us now takes the wrong
approach.

For example, this bill would prevent
all criminal background checks of
aviation employees. While I agree that
the FAA went too far in proposing that
all employees should be checked, it
would be wrong to take the totally op-
posite approach and prohibit all back-
ground checks. In my view, the Public
Works bill takes the proper approach
by directing FAA to be more selective
in deciding which employees should be
subject to background checks.

With respect to drug testing, again
we have a situation where the FAA
may have gone too far in requiring a
50-percent random testing rate for
aviation employees. However, this bill
goes too far the other way. There is no
basis for the 10-percent testing rate in
this bill. Adopting it could undermine
aviation safety. The more appropriate
response is the one in the Public Works
Committee’s bill. That requires FAA to
adopt a rule within 1 year establishing
the appropriate lower testing rate.

In addition to my concerns about the
merits of each of the items here, I am
also concerned about the procedure. Al-
though many of these provisions are
structured as funding limitations, they
are really legislative in nature. More-
over, they intrude into areas recently
considered, or currently being consid-
ered, by both the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and the Public Works and
Transportation Committee. It is wrong
to allow these sorts of items to be in-
cluded in an appropriation bill. They
should go through the normal legisla-
tive process.

Therefore, I urge this body to strike
these provisions by voting ‘“‘aye” on
the Oberstar amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to make the point, if it
has not already been made in this de-
bate, that the administration is strong-
ly supportive of this amendment and is
opposed to the provisions in the appro-
priations bill.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in responding, par-
ticularly with respect to the criminal
background checks, we know that the
Presidential commission did a good job
and it was the job of the Subcommittee
on Aviation of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works to implement those rec-
ommendations.
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With all due respect to my good
friends on the authorization side, read-
ing through the language of their
handiwork it is really very confusing,
at least, and mandatory at worst, that
fingerprints of all 500,000-some airline
employees would be required under this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard the
statement of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], and I know him
to be very concerned about this issue,
both from the standpoint of security
and from the standpoint of legislation
doing the right things. But I have had
numerous conversations with people at
the FAA who have read the language,
as have I, and really cannot determine
whether fingerprints are mandated or
merely suggested.

In some portions of the authorization
language it says “may.” In some other
sections it says ‘‘shall.”

There has probably been over 2 mil-
lion dollars’ worth of lawyers’ time
trying to figure out what our good
friends on the authorization committee
really are requiring of the FAA. It may
be well and clear in the mind of the
chairman of the subcommittee, but 1
would tell the gentleman that it is not
clear in the minds of so many who are
going to have to implement this.

Mr. Chairman, I want to also reluc-
tantly associate myself with the rea-
soning of my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH],
just as he was reluctantly opposing the
committee.

The fact of the matter is we have an
airline industry that is in deep eco-
nomic straits right now. In these pieces
of legislation coming out of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, both the drug
testing and the manifest issue where
ticket agents are going to have to ask
people coming before them, this flight
is about to leave for London, and in
case it does not get there, who do you
want us to notify, a requirement that
will not be required of foreign carriers,
and then these criminal background
checks.

We are imposing burdensome regula-
tions which have very little, if any,
positive output and a great deal of cost
to an already overburdened industry.
There is absolutely no evidence that
the kinds of terrorists who caused the
tragedy of Pan Am flight 103 would
ever be caught by fingerprints. Terror-
ists do not operate in an environment
where they get fingerprinted.

In point of fact, we have never had a
case where these fingerprints would
have prevented a tragedy. There is only
one example, a PSA flight in Califor-
nia, where a disgruntled employee took
a handgun on a plane and shot the crew
in the middle of a flight, a tragedy. Be-
cause this individual had never been
arrested and had never been convicted
of a felony, his fingerprints were not on
file and he would not have been caught
in this screen.
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Mr. Chairman, we would ask Mem-
bers to support the bill and support our
chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to my
good friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CONYERS].
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, finger-
prints is another issue that is really
quite disturbing. It is my impression,
as has already been testified here and
supported by the CIA Director, who
was also the former Director of the
FBI, that we are not going to improve
airline security. And we are going to
increase the costs immeasurably.

Although I am not clear on why the
authorizing subcommittee chairman
would be as adamant as he apparently
is about this subject, I am very, very
hopeful that we would vote against any
amendment to strike these provisions
that have been proposed to be removed
en bloc by the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
remaining minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
we hear a lot about unnecessary and
counterproductive regulation, and this
is an example of what that is all about.
When we come to regulating an indus-
try, we have to take the costs and the
benefits in mind. And what we have is
a proposal to regulate an industry, and
the benefits do not outweigh the costs.

What this will do will take $1 billion
out of the hide of the airline industry.
Who is going to pay for that?

Well, the consumers are going to pay
for that, and the airline employees are
going to pay for that. Are the benefits
that we derive from this type of regula-
tion worth that type of cost? No way.

The fact is, there will be a minimal
amount of benefit to the public in
terms of added security, but a great
deal of added cost at a time when the
airlines are on the verge of going bank-
rupt.

The last thing we need to do is im-
pose upon them needless and counter-
productive regulation that will add to
their costs but will not benefit the
consumer or the air traveling public.
What we are going to do is protect the
public and protect the public by driv-
ing our airlines right into bankruptcy.
It is not worth the cost.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, one
brief point, the smallest minute detail
leaves a criminal investigation to the
criminal. Do not remove that one op-
portunity.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FASCELL].

The C . The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] is recog-
nized for 30 seconds.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
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to me, and I rise in support of the pend-
ing amendment.

I have never heard so much chaff
thrown in the radar screen in listening
to the arguments against this amend-
ment in all my life. It is one simple
proposition: We either want to protect
the traveling public or we do not.

And after 2 years of studying and a
recommendation by a Presidential
commission, two authorizing commit-
tees, actions of the Congress of the
United States, all we are saying is, give
the opportunity to protect the families
that are traveling.

| rise in support of the Oberstar-Clinger en
bloc amendment and wish to speak specifi-
cally on the passenger manifest provision.

The passenger manifest issue was a major
recommendation of the Pan Am 103 Commis-
sion and favorably considered by the Foreign
Affairs and Public Works Committee during
hearings on the legislation.

The passenger manifest provision of the
Pan Am 103 legislation represented a com-
promise with the airlines and the Departments
of State and Transportation.

The horrible experiences of the victims' fam-
ilies with the airline, The Department of State,
Transportation and other Federal agencies
compounded the tragedy of the Pan Am 103
disaster.

The provision which was enacted and which
the DOT appropriations bill seeks to prohibit
would ensure that the families of victims of an
aviation disaster outside the United States
would be treated in a humane and dignified
way by the Federal Government and by the
airlines. One of the most glaring problems in
dealing with the Pan Am 103 disaster was the
U.S. Government's inability to contact the next
of kin in a timely and orderly fashion because
of the inadequacies and inaccuracies in the
airlines system for maintaining records of who
is on board a particular flight.

If the prohibition of funds concerning pas-
senger manifest information requirement and
procedures for turning over manifest to the
Department of State are not implemented,
how will the airlines and DOT respond to the
families of the new victims of yet another avia-
tion terrorism tragedy when it is business as
usual and all the positive changes of the Pan
Am 103 legislation are rescinded?

With regard to the concern that the pas-
senger manifest requirement is only the U.S.
airlines, let me set the record straight. The
legislation made it clear that foreign carriers
are to be covered by the law. The Pan Am
103 legislation calls on the DOT and State to
either use regulatory procedures under part
129 of the Federal Aviation Act and/or nego-
tiate with foreign governments under the on
going bilateral aviation talks or additionally on
a multilateral level at the ICAO. The provision
was always intended to be extended to foreign
air carriers. The reality is that the U.S. Gov-
ernment must first promulgate regulations for
U.S. carriers to set the standard and then the
coverage can be extended to foreign carriers.
| have always made it clear that we should re-
quire the foreign carriers to adopt as high a
level of security as U.S. carriers. DOT has
been dilatory in implementing the require-
ments to begin with.
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However | am pleased to note that today |
received a copy of the OMB approved Depart-
ment of Transportation's regulation for the
passenger manifest requirement, it clearly
states this regulation applies to covered flights
operated by air carriers and foreign air car-
riers. Therefore, the Department of Transpor-
tation is finally going to promulgate the regula-
tion concerning passenger manifest and it will
be on an equivalent basis. Therefore, the ar-
gument made by U.S. air carriers that the pas-
senger manifest applies only to U.S. air car-
riers puts the U.S. air carrier at an economic
disadvantage is not valid.

In the last 10 years over 800 Americans
have been involved in an international airlines
disaster. In addressing the needs of the vic-
tims’ families, the United States does not dif-
ferentiate the nationality of the airline, that
point is irrelevant to the families facing their
grief.

The passenger manifest requirement is a
means to an end. The information required is
for the Department of State to better respond
in a more timely and humane way to the vic-
tims' families.

There are many ways of collecting such in-
formation, it does need to be an expensive
costly endeavor. For example, a passenger
could fill out a form prior to departure, similar
to a customs form or the baggage claim. That
form would be kept until the plane arrives at
its next destination; otherwise the information
would be used to compile the passenger
manifest.

The bottom line is that we owe the Amer-
ican public to not turn back change but to im-
plement the provisions of the Pan Am 103 leg-
islation which would have improved proce-
dures and accountability. We cannot turn the
clock back, and | am sorry to say there will be
more terrorism. This scourge has subsided but
is not over,

| have said so many times but will reiterate,
| fully appreciate that no law or regulation
however perfectly implemented, will provide a
100-percent guarantee against heinous acts of
international terrorism. However, we must do
everything in our power to protect the traveling
American public. It is appalling that the regula-
tions have not been implemented at this late
date. Let's get off the dime, and move ahead
in concert, the Government and airlines. The
traveling American public expects no less.
Support the Oberstar-Clinger amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendments
en bloc offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was orderd.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 68, noes 348,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 278]
AYES—68
Abercrombie Anderson Applegate
Allard And (NJ) Bacch
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Ballenger Gonzalez
Beilenson Goodling
Bentley Goss
Borskl Gradison
Clement Hammerschmidt
Clinger Hancock
Cooper Hobson
dela Garza Inhofe
DeFazlo Jones (NC)
Doolittle Kanjorski
Duncan Kyl
Early Lipinski
Emerson Marlenee
English McCollum
Evans Meyers
Fascell Mineta
Fawell Molinari
Gekas Nowak
Gephardt Oberstar
Gillmor Payne (VA)
Gilman Petri
NOES—348
Alexander Dixon
Allen Donnelly
Andrews (ME) Dooley
Andrews (TX) Dorgan (ND)
Annunzio Dornan (CA)
Anthony Downey
Armey Dreler
Aspln Durbin
Atkins Dwyer
AuCoin Dymally
Baker Eckart
Barrett Edwards (CA)
Barton Edwards (OK)
Bateman Edwards (TX)
Bennett Engel
Bereuter Erdreich
Berman Espy
Bevill Ewing
Bilbray Fazio
Bilirakis Felghan
Blackwell Fields
Bliley Fish
Boehlert Flake
Boehner Foglietta
Boucher Ford (MI)
Boxer Ford (TN)
Brewster Frank (MA)
Brooks Franks (CT)
EBroomfield Frost
Browder Gallegly
Brown Gallo
Bruce Gejdenson
Bryant Geren
Bunning Gibbons
Burton Gilchrest
Bustamante Gingrich
Byron Glickman
Callahan Gordon
Camp Grandy
Campbell (CA) Green
Cardin Guarini
Carper Gunderson
Carr Hall (OH)
Chandler Hall (TX)
Chapman Hamilton
Clay Hansen
Coble Harris
Coleman (MO) Hastert
Coleman (TX) Hayes (IL)
Collins (IL) Hefley
Collins (MI) Henry
Combest Herger
Condit Hertel
Conyers Hoagland
Costello Hochbrueckner
Coughlin Holloway
Cox (CA) Hopkins
Cox (IL) Horn
Coyne Horton
Cramer Houghton
Crane Hoyer
Cunningham Hubbard
= Heookah
Darden Hughes
Davis Hunter
DeLauro Hutto
DeLay Hyde
Dellums Ireland
Derrick Jacobs
Dickinson James
Dicks Jefferson
Dingell Jenkins
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Pickett
Roe

Rostenkowski
HRoukema
Sangmeister
Savage
Sensenbrenner
Shays
Shuster
Stump
Sundquist
Swift

Taylor (NC)
Traficant
Upton

Vento
Vucanovich
Waxman
Williams
Young (AK)

Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jontz
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klug

Kolbe

Kolter
Kopetski
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach

Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lioyd

Long
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Machtley
Manton
Markey
Martin
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
MeCrery
MeCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
McMillan (NC)
McMillen (MD)
MeNulty
Mfume
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
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Myers Riggs Stallings
Nagle Rinaldo Stark
Natcher Ritter Stearns
Neal (MA) Roberts Stenholm
Neal (NC) R Stok
Nichols Rogers Studds
Nussle Rohrabacher Swett
Oakar Ros-Lehtinen Synar
Obey Rose Tallon
Olin Roth ‘Tanner
Olver Rowland Tauzin
Ortiz Roybal Taylor (MS)
Orton Russo Thomas (CA)
Owens (NY) Sabo Thomas (GA)
Owens (UT) Sanders Thomas (WY)
Packard Santorum Thornton
Pallone Sarpalius Torres
Panetta Sawyer Torricelli
Parker Saxton Towns
Pastor Schaefer Unsoeld
Patterson Scheuer Valentine
Paxon Schiff Vander Jagt
Payne (NJ) Schroeder Visclosky
Pease Schumer Volkmer
Pelosi Serrano Walker
Penny Sharp Walsh
Perkins Shaw Washington
Peterson (FL) Sikorski Waters
Peterson (MN) Sisisky Weber
Pickle Skaggs Welss
Porter Skeen Weldon
Poshard Skelton Wheat
Price Slattery Whitten
Pursell Slaughter Wilson
Quillen 8mith (FL) Wise
Rahall Smith (IA) Wolf
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Wolpe
Rangel Smith (OR) Wyden
Ravenel Smith (TX) Wylie
Reed Snowe Yates
Regula Solomon Yatron
Rhodes Spence Young (FL)
Richardson Spratt Zelifr
Ridge Staggers Zimmer
NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Hatcher Lowery (CA)
Archer Hayes (LA) Oxley
Barnard Hefner Ray
Bonior Johnson (TX) Schulze
Campbell (CO) Lent Solarz
Gaydos Livingston Traxler
0O 1425
Messrs. WISE, DYMALLY,

BUSTAMANTE, NEAL of Massachu-
setts, MAVROULES, LEWIS of Florida,
SYNAR, and BROWN changed their
vote from **aye'’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. INHOFE, PAYNE of Virginia,
KYL, UPTON, McCOLLUM, and
STUMP changed their vote from ‘‘no”
to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the overwhelming
vote on the preceding amendment is
evidence that the committee has spo-
ken. It is also evidence of what can
happen when two very powerful and
often at-odds interests join forces.

I take this moment to emphasize for
my colleagues what happened just a
moment ago. This body approved re-
taining in the transportation appro-
priation bill a prohibition against the
FAA to issue any rulemaking that pro-
vides for any criminal background in-
vestigation of any airline or airport
employee. It opens a huge gap in avia-
tion security. God forbid that another
Pan Am 103 should occur in the time
while this limitation is in effect.
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But I just want my colleagues to un-
derstand that in a kind of quiet legisla-
tive hysteria generated by two inter-
ests who thought that they were being
disadvantaged by a lousy notice of pro-
posed rulemaking—a notice of proposed
rulemaking, not a final rule, not a final
law issued by the FAA but a notice
which is in process of being changed,
on which the authorizing committee
has just said to the FAA, you should
change that rulemaking in legislation
that we will soon bring to the floor; in
contrast, this is a total prohibition
against doing anything. That is wrong.

Members have voted to open a gap in
the aviation security network. I hope
none of us will live to regret it. I hope
that, in conference, this provision will
be fought by the other body.

0O 1430

The administration was right in op-
posing the language in the appropria-
tion bill. The FAA should proceed with
a rulemaking. It should be modest and
responsive and responsible.

But this was not responsible, this
preceding vote. I regret the action of
the House only because I spent a solid
10 months on the Presidential Commis-
sion on Aviation Security and Terror-
ism investigating the tragedy of Pan
Am 103, joined by my colleague, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM-
MERSCHMIDT], and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FASCELL], chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, working
to plug the gaps in security for air
travelers. We put an awful lot of our-
selves into this issue on behalf of the
families of the victims of Pan Am 103,
and to prevent future tragedies. I re-
gret to see that work undermined and
undercut by the just preceding vote.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINETA

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offersd by Mr. MINETA: Page
67, after line 16, insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 389. (a) Title VI of the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1421-1433) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 814. DUTY TIME OF FLIGHT ATTENDANTS.

‘(a) RULEMAKING PROCEEDING.—Not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this section, the Secretary shall initiate a
rulemaking proceeding for the purpose of es-
tablishing limitations on duty time for flight
attendants, including minimum rest require-
ments.

*(b) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Except in any
case in which the prohibitions referred to in
subsection (c) take effect, the Secretary
shall issue, not later than 240 days after the
date of the enactment of this section, final
regulations establishing limitations on duty
time for flight attendants, including mini-
mum rest requirements as follows:

‘(1) For domestic and international
flights, at no point during a duty period
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shall a flight attendant exceed a maximum
of 14 hours of scheduled duty time, plus a
maximum of 2 additional hours spent
deadheading to return to the flight attend-
ant's domicile. A scheduled minimum rest
period (after such duty period) shall equal at

least 10% consecutive hours, block-in to
block-out.
*(2) For short-range intercontinental

flights, at no point during a duty period
shall a flight attendant exceed a maximum
of 16 hours of scheduled duty time, plus a
maximum of 2 additional hours spent
deadheading to return to the flight attend-
ant's domicile. A scheduled minimum rest
period (after such duty period) shall equal at
least 12%4 consecutive hours, block-in to
block-out.

*%(3) For long-range intercontinental non-
stop flights, duty time shall not exceed the
scheduled duty time by more than 4 hours
and, in any event, shall be no greater than 20
hours of actual duty time. A scheduled mini-
mum rest period (after such duty period)
shall equal the scheduled length of the duty
period.

‘‘(4) For all flight attendants, a minimum
of eight 24 consecutive hour rest periods
block-in to block-out per bid month, and at
least one 24 hour consecutive rest period
within every 7 calendar days. For trip pair-
ings exceeding 7 days in length with no
scheduled 24-hour rest period, a minimum of
a scheduled 48-hour consecutive rest period
will be provided upon return to domicile.

*{5) For all flight attendants, at least a
continuous 1 hour rest break on any flight or
segment thereof scheduled for 9 hours or
more of flight time in a designated rest area.

**(c) MANDATED PROHIBITIONS.—If the Sec-
retary does not initiate a rulemaking pro-
ceeding under subsection (a) before the 60th
day following the date of the enactment of
this section or does not issue final regula-
tions under subsection (b) before the 240th
day following such date of enactment, no air
carrier may after such date operate an air-
craft using a flight attendant who has been
on duty more hours, or who has had fewer
hours of rest, than those required by para-
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b).

*{d) MODIFICATION OF MANDATED PROHIBI-
TIONS.—The Secretary may issue regulations
modifying the prohibitions contained in
paragraphs (1) through (3) of subsection (b) if
the Secretary determines that such modi-
fications are in the interest of safety and
transmits a copy of the modifying regula-
tions to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate
and the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representa-
tives. The modifying regulations may not
take effect until the expiration of the 90-day
period beginning on the date of the transmit-
tal of the modifying regulations to such
committees.

*‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

(1) AIR CARRIER.—The term ‘air carrier’
means any air carrier which is subject to the
provisions of part 121 or part 135 of title 14 of
the Code of Federal Regulations.

*(2) DESIGNATED REST AREA.—The term
‘designated rest area’ means a passenger seat
of an aircraft assigned for crew rest pur-
poses.

*(3) DOMESTIC FLIGHT.—The term ‘domestic
flight' means any flight or segment of a
flight worked by a flight attendant totally
within the continental United States.

“(4) Dury TIME—The term ‘duty time’
means all time worked for an air carrier
with respect to flight duties and shall begin
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at the required report time and shall end
when released by the carrier. Duty time ac-
crues until the crewmember is scheduled for
a required rest period by the carrier. Time
spent deadheading, either on an aircraft or
by surface transportation, to or from an as-
signment by an air carrier, time spent
ferrying, and time spent attending meetings
and training shall also be considered duty
time. Duty time continues—

*(A) throughout & rest period of a shorter
duration than that contained in subsection
(b)(1), (b)(2), or (b)(3), as the case may be; and

‘(B) during in-flight rest periods contained
in subsection (b)(5).

‘() INTERNATIONAL FLIGHT.—The term
‘international {light" means any flight
worked by a flight attendant for which a
take off or landing is scheduled outside the
continental United States, excluding inter-
continental flights.

H(6) SHORT-RANGE INTERCONTINENTAL
FLIGHT.—The term ‘short-range interconti-
nental flight' means a transcontinental
flight scheduled for less than 14 hours flight
time.

**(7) LONG-RANGE INTERCONTINENTAL NON-
STOP FLIGHT.—The term ‘long-range inter-
continental nonstop flight’ means a single
nonstop intercontinental flight scheduled for
14 hours or more of flight time.

““(8) REPORT TIME.—The term ‘report time’
means a4 time period of at least 30 minutes
prior to the scheduled departure time of the
first Night or segment of flight in a flight at-
tendant’s duty period or the time the flight
attendant is required to report to work,
whichever is earlier.

““{8) REST.—The term ‘rest’ means uninter-
rupted time free from all duty. block-in to
block-out.

‘*(10) SCHEDULED FLIGHT TIME.—The term
‘scheduled flight time’ means the elapsed
time of a flight of an air carrier based on the
times shown in schedules published for the
air carrier.

“11) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Transportation.

‘“(f) TREATMENT OF DUTY PERIOD WITH Do-
MESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL FLIGHT SEG-
MENTS.—A duty period with both domestic
and international flight segments shall be
treated as international flying for the pur-
pose of calculating duty and rest require-
ments under this section if the majority of
the flight time during that duty period is on
an international segment and domestic fly-
ing if the majority of the flight time during
that duty pericd is on a domestic segment."",

(b) The table of contents contained in the
first section of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 is amended by adding at the end of the
matter relating to title VI the following:
“Sec, 614. Duty time of flight attendants.

*({a) Rulemaking proceeding.

**(b) Final regulations.

“(c) Mandated prohibitions.

“{d) Modification of mandated prohibi-
tions.

*‘(e) Definitions.

() Treatment of duty period with do-
mestic and international flight
segments.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
total time for debate on this amend-
ment is limited to 20 minutes.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MINETA] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, and a Member in opposition will
be recognized for 10 minutes.

Does a Member seek recognition in
opposition?

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition, and I seek the time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CARR] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

MINETA

Mr, MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be modified.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment offered by Mr.
MINETA: Page 67, after line 16, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 399. (a) Title VI of the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1421-1433) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC., 614. DUTY TIME OF FLIGHT ATTENDANTS.

“(a) RULEMAKING PROCEEDING.—NoOt . later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this section, the Secretary shall initiate a
rulemaking proceeding for the purpose of es-
tablishing limitations on duty time for flight
attendants, including minimum rest require-
ments.

*(b) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Except in any
case in which the prohibitions referred to in
subsection (c) take effect, the Secretary
shall issue, not later than 240 days after the
date of the enactment of this section, final
regulations establishing limitations on duty
time for flight attendants, including mini-
mum rest requirements as follows:

“{1) For domestic and international
flights, at no point during a duty period
shall a flight attendant exceed a maximum
of 14 hours of scheduled duty time, plus a
maximum of 2 additional hours spent
deadheading to return to the flight attend-
ant's domicile, A scheduled minimum rest
period (after such duty period) shall equal at
least 10% consecutive hours, block-in to
block-out.

*(2) For short-range intercontinental
flights, at no point during a duty period
shall a flight attendant exceed a maximum
of 16 hours of scheduled duty time, plus a
maximum of 2 additional hours spent
deadheading to return to the flight attend-
ant's domicile. A scheduled minimum rest
period (after such duty period) shall equal at
least 12'% consecutive hours, block-in to
block-oub.

*(3) For long-range intercontinental non-
stop flights, duty time shall not exceed the
scheduled duty time by more than 4 hours
and, in any event, shall be no greater than 20
hours of actual duty time. A scheduled mini-
mum rest period (after such duty period)
shall equal the scheduled length of the duty
period.

“(4) For all flight attendants, a minimum
of eight 24 consecutive hour rest periods,
block-in to block-out per bid month, and at
least one 24-hour consecutive rest period
within every 7 calendar days. For trip pair-
ings exceeding 7 days in length with no
scheduled 24-hour rest period, a minimum of
a scheduled 48-hour consecutive rest period
will be provided upon return to domicile.

“(5) For all flight attendants, at least a
continuous 1 hour break on any flight or seg-
ment thereof scheduled for 9 hours or more
of flight time in a designated rest area.

‘(¢) MANDATED PROHIBITIONS.—If the Sec-
retary does not initiate a rulemaking pro-
ceeding under subsection (a) before the 60th
day following the date of the enactment of
this section or does not issue f{inal regula-
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tions under subsection (b) before the 240th
day following such date of enactment, no air
carrier may after such date operate an air-
craft using a flight attendant who has been
on duty more hours, or who has had fewer
hours of rest, than those required by para-
graphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b).

*(d) MODIFICATION OF MANDATED PROHIBI-
TIONS.—The Secretary may issue regulations
modifying the prohibitions contained in
paragraphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b) if
the Secretary determines that such modi-
fications are in the interest of safety and
transmits a copy of the modifying regula-
tions to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate
and the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representa-
tives. The modifying regulations may not
take effect until the expiration of the 90-day
period beginning on the date of the transmit-
tal of the modifying regulations to such
committees.

‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

“(1) AIR CARRIER.—The term ‘air carrier’
means any air carrier which is subject to the
provisions of part 121 or part 135 of title 14 of
the Code of Federal Regulations.

‘(2) DESIGNATED REST AREA.—The term
‘designated rest area’' means a passenger seat
of an aircraft assigned for crew rest pur-
poses.

*(3) DOMESTIC FLIGHT.—The term ‘domestic
flight' means any flight or segment of a
flight worked by a flight attendant totally
within the continental United States.

“(4) DuTY TIME—The term ‘duty time’
means all time worked for an air carrier
with respect to flight duties and shall begin
at the reqguired report time and shall end
when released by the carrier. Duty time ac-
crues until the crewmember is scheduled for
a required rest pericd by the carrier. Time
spent deadheading, either on an aircraft or
by surface transportation, to or from an as-
signment by an air carrier, time spent
ferrying, and time spent attending meetings
and training shall also be considered duty
time. Duty time continues during in-flight,
rest periods contained in subsection (b)(5).

*(5) INTERNATIONAL FLIGHT.—The term
‘international flight' means any {light
worked by a flight attendant for which a
take off or landing is scheduled outside the
continental United States, excluding inter-
continental flights.

“(6) SHORT-RANGE INTERCONTINENTAL
FLIGHT.—The term ‘short-range interconti-
nental flight' means a intercontinental
flight scheduled for less than 14 hours flight
time.

“(7) LONG-RANGE INTERCONTINENTAL NON-
STOP FLIGHT.—The term ‘long-range inter-
continental nonstop flight' means a single
nonstop intercontinental flight scheduled for
14 hours or more of flight time.

“(8) REPORT TIME.—The term ‘report time’
means a time period of at least 30 minutes
prior to the scheduled departure time of the
first flight or segment of a flight in a flight
attendant's duty period or the time the
flight attendant is required to report to
work, whichever is earlier.

“(9) REST.—The term ‘rest’ means uninter-
rupted time free from all duty, block-in to
block-out.

*(10) SCHEDULED FLIGHT TIME.—The term
‘scheduled flight time' means the elapsed
time of a flight of an air carrier based on the
times shown in schedules published for the
air carrier.

“(11) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Transportation.
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“(f) TREATMENT OF DUTY PERIOD WITH Do-
MESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL FLIGHT SEG-
MENTS.—A duty period with domestic, inter-
national and intercontinental flight seg-
ments shall be treated as intercontinental
flying for the purpose of calculating duty
and rate requirements under this section if
the majority of the flight time during that
duty period is on an intercontinental seg-
ment and domestic international flying if
the majority of the flight time during that
duty period is on a domestic or international
segment.”.

(b) The table of contents contained in the
first section of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 is amended by adding at the end of the
matter relating to title VI the following:
‘‘Sec. 614, Duty time of flight attendants.

“(a) Rulemaking proceedings.

*(b) Final regulations.

“(c) Mandated prohibitions.

“(d) Modification of mandated prohibi-
tions.

*(e) Definitions.

“(f) Treatment of duty period with do-
mestic and international flight
segments.”".

Mr. MINETA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the modification be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, we have not
seen the modification yet. Could we re-
serve the right to object until we could
observe or look at the modification?

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the copies were
distributed to the minority.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, we
have just this minute received them.

Mr. MINETA. I am sorry, we distrib-
uted it earlier to the minority side, and
I apologize for the inadequacy of your
own staff then to provide it, because it
was very specifically told to my own
staff to be distributed, and it was dis-
tributed earlier.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, under
my reservation of objection, could I
ask the gentleman to explain?

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Further reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, we
made technical changes to the amend-
ment to carry the term interconti-
nental through the legislation. We
added the category of intercontinental
duty time as the result of our negotia-
tions to compromise with Delta Air
Lines.

Mr. Chairman, again, I am sorry be-
cause of the noise here, but we made
technical changes to the amendment to
carry the term intercontinental
throughout the legislation. We added
the category of intercontinental duty
at the time as the result of our com-
promise in negotiations with Delta Air-
lines.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, if I
might object for the moment until we
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have a chance to review this and then
ask the gentleman from California to
renew his request. I am not trying to
hold up the proceedings. I am just try-
ing to make sure we understand what
is being done.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California withdraw his request
for the modification at this time?

Mr. MINETA. No; at this time we
will just proceed, I assume, on the
basis of the modifications with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania reserving
the right to object.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Reserving my right
to object.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania object?

Mr. COUGHLIN. I object at this time.

The CHAIRMAN., Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania object to the unani-
mous-consent request concerning the
reading of the modification?

Mr. COUGHLIN. No; no. I do not ob-
ject concerning the reading of the
modification.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California that the modification be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania insist on his res-
ervation with regard to the modifica-
tion itself?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject at this time to the modification.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am offering an
amendment to include an amended ver-
sion of H.R. 14, the Flight Attendant
Duty Time Act, as a provision in the
1993 transportation appropriation legis-
lation.

During the first session of this Con-
gress, the House of Representatives ap-
proved H.R. 14 with the bipartisan sup-
port of the House Public Works and
Transportation Committee leadership.

Our colleague, Transportation Appro-
priations Chairman BILL. LEHMAN, also
supported this important safety legis-
lation during last summer's consider-
ation.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
limit the amount of time flight attend-
ants can be on duty to 14 hours for do-
mestic flights and 16 hours for inter-
national flights.

Surveys of foreign countries with
flight attendant duty time regulations
show that 14 hours of domestic duty is
the general standard. The U.S. could be
falling well below the international
safety standard.

Flight attendants perform important
safety duties and have been designated
by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion [FAA] as safety sensitive employ-
ees.
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However, the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration has been unable to move
on the duty time issue for 12 years.
This lack of action on a safety issue is
extremely distressing.

I have correspondence from the FAA
dating back as far as April 21, 1978,
which states that the FAA planned to
issue a notice of proposed rulemaking
[NPRM] on flight duty time rules by
the end of that year.

As some of you know, Delta Airlines
expressed some concerns about this
proposal. During several meetings with
the Delta Airlines representatives, we
were able to isolate their concerns and
address them in this agreement.

Specifically, we revised the classi-
fication of international flight to re-
flect intercontinental trips. We also
changed the lengths of rest periods to
bring them in line with the pilots regu-
lations.

As you all know, safety is, first and
foremost, my greatest priority and I
refuse to compromise it. Legitimate
concerns were raised by Delta Airlines
and I believe that we are adequately
addressing these concerns in this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I must stress that this
is not a labor-management issue. As 1
said before, the FAA recognizes the im-
portance of the safety duties performed
by flight attendants and have des-
ignated flight attendants as safety sen-
sitive employees.

Mr. Chairman, the United States
should be the world leader on aviation
issues., Our air travel system is a
source of pride for our Nation. We must
continue this tradition when address-
ing all aviation safety issues.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment to the 1993
Transportation appropriations legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time,

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from California wishes to
renew his unanimous-consent request
to modify his amendment, I will not
object to the modification, although I
do oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman that request is
pending.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from California to mod-
ify his amendment?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first and foremost, I
would like to congratulate my good
friend and colleague from California.
He has worked very, very hard on this
issue for a number of years. He has
looked into this in greater detail than
most Members of Congress, and I know
that he holds his beliefs about the leg-
islation very firmly and with great in-
tellectual fervor.

The original amendment that the
gentleman sought to amend the Trans-
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portation appropriation bill, in my
judgment, was flawed, and in the com-
mittee when it was offered there, I op-
posed it.
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This is a case of line drawing. It is in-
deed true that flight attendants are
safety sensitive employees and we need
them for safe air travel.

They are also employees, and there is
the employer-employee relationship.

I think it is all too frequent some-
times that those people who are safety
employees use the safety angle of their
employment a little broader than they
really ought to, They use it to gain
some leverage and some advantage in
the labor-management negotiations,
and I think that is understandable.

So the gentleman from California
and I might draw that line a little dif-
ferently, and indeed on his amendment
before our subcommittee as it was pre-
sented I in fact did oppose the amend-
ment; however, the gentleman from
California is also an outstanding legis-
lator. He is a person who will meet
someone halfway. He is a person who
will try to get the job done and do the
best he can under the circumstances at
the time.

So Mr. Chairman, in the spirit of the
gentleman's compromise and with the
modifications of his amendment which
I have reviewed and find less objection-
able than the amendment as originally
offered in committee, I would join the
gentleman in support of his amend-
ment, as modified.

Mr. Chairman, since I have not had
any requests for time, I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thought the gentleman from Michigan
was in opposition. If he is not; T am.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
remaining time that I have to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] is
recognized.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for the time.

I understand and appreciate the great
concern of the gentleman from Califor-
nia, who is indeed an expert in this
area and who is a splendid colleague
and a good friend. I am, however, con-
strained to object to this amendment.

There is no indication, according to
the Federal Aviation Administration,
that this amendment and the imposi-
tion of these work rules for flight at-
tendants would create any increase in
safety. By mandating protections in
excess of those for pilots and imposing
new reporting and other compliance
costs, it could cost the airlines $1 bil-
lion over 15 years and severely damage
an industry already suffering signifi-
cant financial hardship, and all this for
no safety gain. There is no demon-
strable safety gain as a result of this
legislation.
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When the legislation was before us
once before, and this is purely legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill, it was
indicated that should this be part of
our bill it would be cause for a sug-
gested veto. It seems to me we are un-
duly burdening this bill with some-
thing that could cause a veto or be an
additional reason for causing a veto.

There is other legislation to which
supporters of this amendment could at-
tach it. The Public Works Committee
has just reported H.R. 5466 dealing with
airline economic matters. That would
be an appropriate measure for this
amendment. The Senate is certain to
take up that subject.

This is not the appropriate way to do
it, if indeed the subject is an appro-
priate thing for legislation. This is
probably a labor-management matter
that should be resolved between labor
and management in the aviation indus-
try, but certainly should not be re-
solved in the bill in the way that we
are going about it at the moment, with
changes that we still do not fully un-
derstand.

This is not an amendment that
should be here. I would hope that we
would oppose the amendment and I
would hope that the amendment will be
voted down so that we can pass the bill
as it was, as I indicated initially and,
as it was reported from the committee.

We have had a good bill. If we start
adding other things to it, we are going
to get a bill that will cause some real
problems. I hope that we can go ahead
with the bill because it is an important
bill for transportation in the United
States of America and I hope we will
pass it unburdened.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr, LEHMAN],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding me this time.

I rise in support of this amendment.
As the gentleman from California has
previously stated, I have supported
similar legislation in the past and I
certainly support his position.

The gentleman from California has
worked long and hard to work out ac-
commodations and compromises to
make his amendment viable, and I urge
that the amendment be agreed to.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to enter into a colloguy with the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEwWIS]. I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume, and I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank my friend for
yielding to me.

Will the gentleman from California
explain the meaning of the term
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“scheduled duty time” as used in sec-
tion 614(b)(1) and throughout the
amendment?

Mr. MINETA. The term ‘‘scheduled
duty time” as used in the flight attend-
ant duty time amendment is a term
the Federal Aviation Administration
has used for many years in enforcing
its current work and rest restrictions
for pilots. The FAA considers sched-
uled duty time to mean the scheduled
work day of a pilot which encompasses
the time between when a pilot is re-
quired to report to work and the time
such pilot is released from flight du-
ties.

In enforcing the pilot rules, the FAA
has established a practice of calculat-
ing the number of scheduled work
hours by adding the amount of time ac-
tually worked on any given flight or
flights during a work period to the
amount of time projected to be worked
during the same flight or flights during
a work period to the amount of time
projected to be worked during the same
flight or flights subject to these regula-
tions.

Although this legislation is intended
to impose flight attendant duty and
rest requirements on the basis of duty
time rather than the flight time regu-
lation presently applicable to pilots, it
is also intended to require the FAA to
use comparable work and rest time cal-
culation methods in enforcing flight
attendant work and rest requirements
which the FAA currently uses for pi-
lots.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for this explanation, and again I
thank my chairman.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Hawalii
[Mr, ABERCROMBIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment affects the safety of
every member of the flying public. This
is most emphatically not a labor-man-
agement issue as such.

It requires the FAA to set duty time
standards for flight attendants, just as
it does for pilots.

Flight attendants are the crucial
safety link between passengers and the
cockpit.

Their response can literally mean the
difference between life and death for
hundreds of passengers.

For skeptics, I can point to one inei-
dent in my own State of Hawaii when
the skin of the aircraft literally peeled
away from the frame.

Tragically, one flight attendant lost
her life. But not a single passenger was
lost.

This was attributed to the coolness
and courage of the surviving flight at-
tendant.

This amendment recognizes the vital
safety role of these trained, skilled
professionals.

The passengers who fly with them
are entitled to the assurance that their
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flight attendants are as alert and rest-
ed as their pilots.
Let us adopt this amendment today.
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Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I will
only say that the matters cited by the
distinguished gentleman from Hawaii
do not relate to flight attendants’ rest
and duty time, particularly. The FAA
has performed a survey of the practices
of flight attendants, and they reveal
most of them are covered by collective
bargaining agreements. Again, there is
no quantifiable safety benefit that
would relate to adopting this amend-
ment that the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration can determine. To adopt an
amendment and a standard for which
there is no quantifiable safety benefit
does not seem justified.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I say that I
appreciate very much the gentleman
from California having worked very
closely with one of the major corpora-
tions in Georgia that I work with a
great deal, which is Delta Air Lines.
And as this bill has been improved, I
think that many of us who opposed it
earlier on the floor now find something
we can vote for. I want to thank my
friend from California for working dili-
gently on this and for shaping this
amendment in a form I can support it,

So I am going to vote for it.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment as
modified, offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

The amendment as modified, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are these further
amendments to title III of the bill?

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to talk
for just a brief minute about a section
of the law that the FAA, Department
of Transportation, administers, called
the International Air Transportation
Competition Act of 1979,

I cannot offer an amendment to the
bill, because it would probably be legis-
lating on an appropriations bill. But
this legislation is commonly referred
to as the Wright amendment, named
after our former Speaker, Jim Wright.
The effect of the language in the law—
and I have raised this issue in previous
legislative times—has to do with the
field airports in Dallas, TX, particu-
larly with respect to the airport at
Dallas Love Field. The Wright amend-
ment would and does restrict air traffic
out of Dallas Love Field to points with-
in the State of Texas and to the contig-
uous State of Texas.
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The net effect of this, which was done
about 12 or 13 years ago, is to restrict
competition for air fares and service
throughout vast parts of this great
country of ours. Love Field is the only
airport in America in which the Fed-
eral Government tells you where you
can fly to.

And so I bring my colleagues this
issue right now because just last week,
on June 30, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion issued a report on the Wright
amendment. And this lengthy report
concludes by saying that the analysis
shows that removing the restrictions of
the Wright amendment may result in
lower air fares both at DFW and at
Love Field as well as reduced delays
and commuting costs to air passengers.

The FTC study is a lengthy one, but
it clearly and unequivocally shows the
Wright amendment restricts competi-
tion and raises air fares not only for
people in places like Wichita, Omaha,
Memphis, and St. Louis, but also in the
State of Texas as well.

So, while I cannot offer the amend-
ment today, I urge my colleagues to
read the Federal Trade Commission re-
port and I will do my best to continue
to fight for the elimination of this re-
strictive anticompetitive piece of legis-
lation which has been on the books far
too long.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi-
tional amendments to title III of the
bill?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, COUGHLIN, Mr. Chairman, we
have, as I understand it, two additional
20-minute amendments that are still to
be considered and then we have the
amendment by the distinguished Re-
publican leader, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. MICHEL], alsc ahead of us,
which I hope would be supported by the
body. And then we will be following
that with an amendment by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
which 1 hope would be opposed by the
hody.

I hope that we can get through with
this bill before the evening becomes
too late. Our chances of getting
through with it will be much enhanced
if we can keep the bill intact and not
unduly amend the bill. That will also
enhance our chances of having a bill
that will be passed and signed by the
President and will expedite the pro-
ceedings for this House and for the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, I again want to urge
my colleagues, as they look at the fur-
ther amendments to the bill, in par-
ticular the Obey amendment which will
be coming up, to remember that this
bill is a good bill as it stands. It does
not need further amendment. I hope we
will not start taking funds from other
areas and trying to transfer them into
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the transportation area, as has been
suggested by the gentleman from Wis-
consin, in a way that violates the budg-
et agreement.

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that
this does not tear down the firewalls,
but it certainly does at least replace
the firewalls for this purpose, which
will be most certainly requiring a veto
by the administration.

It has also been said that the amount
of money would not be applied to the
deficit. Well, obviously, money that we
do not spend, if we do not spend it, is
applied to the deficit. If indeed we do
not spend the money that is in the for-
eign operations account, then that will
result in a decrease in the deficit. On
the other hand, if we transfer it to the
transportation account and spend it, it
will increase the deficit.

So I hope that as we proceed that we
do the right thing in trying to restrict
our spending and restrict the deficit.

I understand that the gentleman
from Texas may be seeking recogni-
tion.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINETA

Mr. MINETA, Mr. Chairman, I offered
an amendment made in order under the
rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MINETA: Page
67, after line 16, insert the following:

SEC. 339, TEMPORARY MATCHING FUND WAIVER

(a) INCLUSION OF TRANSIT PROJECTS.—Sec-
tion 1054(a) of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 120
note: 105 Stat, 2001) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘for payment with funds
apportioned" after “‘the Secretary”;

(2) by inserting ‘‘or for payment with funds
apportioned or allocated under section 3, 9,
or 18 of the Federal Transit Act” before “‘and
of’;

(3) by inserting “‘or under section 3, 9, or 18
of the Federal Transit Act” before “‘during
the"; and 3

(4) by striking *‘the State” and inserting
“the recipient of such funds".

(b) REPAYMENT.—Section 1054(b) of such
Act is amended—

(1) by striking “any State” and inserting
“any reciplent of funds described in sub-
section (a)"”;

(2) by striking ‘‘the State" each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘the recipient'’;

(3) by striking **1994" and inserting **1995'";

(4) by inserting ‘“‘or the General Fund of
the Treasury, as appropriate,” after “High-
way Trust Fund''; and

(5) by striking “or allocation’ after *‘ap-
portionment’.

(c) DEDUCTION FROM APPORTIONMENTS.—
Section 1054(c) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking “a State and inserting “a
recipient of funds described in subsection
(a)";

(2) by striking “the State' and inserting
“the recipient'’;

(3) by inserting ‘‘or from funds apportioned
or allocated to the recipient under section 3,
9, or 18 of the Federal Transit Act, as appro-
priate,' after “United States Code," the first
place it appears;

(4) by striking ‘1995 and 1996™ each place it
appears and inserting ‘*1996 and 1997";
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(5) by inserting ‘‘under title 23, United
States Code, or a pro rata share of appor-
tioned or allocated funds under section 3, 9,
or 18 of the Federal Transit Act, as appro-
priate” before the period at the end of the
first sentence;

{6) by inserting “‘or reapportioned or re-
allocated under section 3, 9, or 18 of the Fed-
eral Transit Act, as appropriate,” after
“United States Code,” the second place it ap-
pears; and

(7) by striking ‘‘those States’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘those recipients”.

(d) QUALIFYING PROJECT DEFINED.—Section
1054(d) of such Act is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘before, on, or" after “‘obli-
gated to pay"; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘the Governor of the State"
and inserting ‘‘the recipient of funds de-
scribed in subsection (a)".

(e) APPROVAL OF WAIVER REQUESTS.—Sec-
tion 1054 of such Act is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘(e) APPROVAL OF WAIVER REQUEST.—The
Secretary shall approve any request submit-
ted to the Secretary under this section for
an increase in the Federal share of the cost
of a project on or before the 45th day after
the date of receipt of such request.”".

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect De-
cember 18, 1991,
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair inquires
of the gentleman from California [Mr.
MINETA] if he is offering the amend-
ment on behalf of the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. NAGLE].

Mr. MINETA. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA] under the
rule will be recognized for 10 minutes,
and a Member in opposition will also be
recognized for 10 minutes.

Is there a Member who seeks to be
recognized for 10 minutes in opposi-
tion?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] will
be recognized in opposition, and the
Chair first recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment ex-
tends to transit projects the temporary
matching fund waiver provisions that
were included under section 1054 of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991 for highways.

The recipient of Federal funds for
highway and transit projects would be
provided the authority to request a
temporary waiver of the non-Federal
share for transportation projects.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress made a
commitment to the Nation last year
when we approved the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 [ISTEA].

This legislation laid the groundwork
for an innovative and effective trans-
portation network. It is now time to
make this vision a reality.

However, we are seeing that the
States and localities are facing the se-
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verest budget crises in their histories.
ISTEA won't work unless our State
and local partners get some help.

This amendment comes at a time
when it is desperately needed—in terms
of our infrastructure—and our Nation's
economic health.

At a time when the White House is in
economic disarray—when they con-
tinue to deny the effects of the eco-
nomic recession, we have before us an
amendment that will help the ISTEA
legislation achieve one of its major
goals: creating at least 2 million jobs.

And while the people of 1600 Penn-
sylvania Avenue haven't seen or felt
the effects of the recession, Mr. Chair-
man, you have only to ask the people
of Bethlehem, PA, if there is a reces-
sion.

Or the people of Chicago, IL.

Or the people of Lafayette, LA.

Or the people of San Jose, CA, and
they will tell you that our economy is
hungry for stimulation. These people
are counting on the economic and in-
frastructure benefits and improve-
ments that this temporary match
waiver will generate.

It is now absolutely essential that
America do more than reverse the col-
lapse of our annual transportation in-
vestment from 2.3 percent of our gross
national product in the 1960's and 1970's
to four-tenths of 1 percent from the
1980's to this very day.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
fair.

The repayment of the non-Federal
share would not have to be made until
March 30, 1995. This is just an extension
of just 1 year before the repayment
must be made.

If the repayments are not made by
March 30, 1995 and credited to the ap-
propriate apportionment or allocation
accounts, the Secretary must deduct
the necessary repayment amounts from
apportionments or allocations made
for fiscal years 1996 and 1997.

This amendment will help States and
localities get over the hump—and get
to the business of rebuilding America.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, my
colleagues, this is a really bad amend-
ment, waiving the local match. Not
only is it a bad amendment because it
does not require the States and local
communities to put up their share of
the match of projects, but in a very
real way, in a very real way, this may
actually delay the expenditure of Fed-
eral money, delay the jobs, delay the
projects because, as the investment is
postponed, the States do not have to
reinvest the waived match in infra-
structure projects until March 1995.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, if they
delay the match this year, but they
have to repay it next year, they may
not have to pay it until March 1995, and
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nothing would then be done in ensuing
years. This can cost jobs and money
would go unspent, and that is an im-
portant factor.

The amendment also does not give,
does not give, the Secretary of Trans-
portation any discretion in the ap-
proval of a waiver. Now that is very
important because some of these
projects, in the case of transit projects,
for example, are worth hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, and there is no guaran-
tee that there will be future year funds
to withhold if the waiver is not repaid.

What we are saying here is: ‘““You
waive the funds for this year, but
they'll have to be repaid by the local
governments next year, or you with-
hold Federal funds, but the Federal
funds won't be there to withhold in
these multimillion dollar projects if
you don't have a local waiver."

So, Mr. Chairman, this is a really
very bad amendment. This is some-
thing we fought out in the dire emer-
gency supplemental in the conference
with the Senate where they tried to
waive the match there. We were suc-
cessful in succeeding to defeat this
there.

Again, Mr. Chairman, we are just
mounting up the things that would call
for a veto of this bill. I would hope my
colleagues would not include again leg-
islation in an appropriations bill. We
are just overburdening the bill, and
this is a bad idea, one that has not been
thought through carefully and one that
I hope my colleagues will defeat.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr, MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the very distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
LEHMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr, Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MINETA], my friend, for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. It essentially pro-
vides an additional year of time to
repay the match and that gives the
States additional flexibility. It will
probably expedite jobs for the highway
program.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. I understand what the pro-
ponents of the amendment are trying
to do, and I think they have some good
ideas. I also understand that States
and localities are having some initial
difficulty ramping up to the new re-
quirements of the ISTEA legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the thing that I worry
about is somebody who, hopefully,
down the line will be making some de-
cisions on this kind of thing. The thing
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I worry about the most is that some of
these communities are really not going
to surmount the political courage nec-
essary to do the things required to get
these matches, and they are going to
postpone their own discipline in get-
ting the matches together, and then we
will be back here in a year or so,
maybe 2 years, being asked to forgive
the matches, and those communities
that mustered the political courage to
do those things necessary to get the
matches early will be penalized, and I
just think this is an unwise way to pro-
ceed, and I oppose the amendment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. NAGLE], the coauthor of the
amendment.

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is time we face the reality that it is
not just the Federal Government that
is broke, but that States, and munici-
palities and counties are broke too.
MPO's are as broke as we are here in
the Nation’s Capital; 35 of 50 States, in
fact, are running deficits. Sixty per-
cent of the cities and towns of this
country are running deficits. To tell
them that in order to get a needed road
project or a needed public works
project started they have to find 20 per-
cent and put it on the front end, in
order to bring the 80 percent that the
Federal Government is matching into
play, in essence is to deny them the op-
portunity to ever start the project.

Flint, MI, for example, has a $17 mil-
lion road project. Flint is forced to
choose between raising taxes or not
doing the road project on an already
strapped budget. It puts them in the
same difficult quandary many of our
States and cities are finding them-
selves in.

Mass transit repairs in Chicago are
not being done because the city cannot
find the 20 percent.
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This legislation opens the spigot of
Federal construction across this coun-
try. which was the commitment of
ISTEA. It makes it possible for States
to get those projects started, for cities
to initiate those efforts, and then put
their 20 percent in on the end. It makes
it possible to use the economic activi-
ties and revenues generated by those
activities to complete those projects,
put people to work, and make ISTEA a
reality, and to make jobs in construc-
tion in this country to rebuild our in-
frastructure a reality.

It has the strong support of the Black
Caucus, the strong support of the
Urban Caucus, the strong support of
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and
other organizations that are involved
within the construction industry and
are concerned about jobs in this coun-
try, and which are concerned about
jobs in this country now.

It does not forgive the 20 percent; it
simply gives States flexibility to put
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the money in when they need to and
when they can and when they can af-
ford to, and get people to work today.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DELAY], a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I reluc-
tantly rise to oppose this amendment,
especially in the face of the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

I concur with the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CARR] in his opposition
to this amendment and all the issues
the gentleman raises about matching
funds. I just want to add, No. 1, that
this is bad policy; and, No. 2, this does
not guarantee that the waiver will ever
be paid back.

First off, it is bad policy, because we
are allowing locals to determine what
happens with Federal funds, and di-
rectly determine where those funds are
allocated. I think that is very bad pol-
icy, because all the locals have to do is
apply for a waiver, meet certain cri-
teria, and the Secretary of Transpor-
tation has no discretion but to make
this waiver. I think that is terrible pol-
icy.

Second, the amendment does not pre-
clude the waiving the amounts larger
than what a recipient will receive in
future years. There may be, therefore,
insufficient funds against which to de-
duct the repayment if the waived funds
are not repaid. So once again there is
no guarantee that a local match would
ever be paid.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MINETA] has 8% minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] has 5
minutes remaining.

Mr. MINETA. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL-
LIAMS], who would like to enter into a
colloquy with the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
LEHMAN].

Mr., WILLTAMS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman allowing me to
interrupt the debate on his amendment
for this purpose.

I appreciate the chairman’s help in
addressing the situation we have at
Butte. Butte, MT, sits at 5,500 feet and
is surrounded by peaks reaching up to
9,000 feet. The flight service station at
Butte provides a critical service to pi-
lots by providing advice about the best
pathway through the Rocky Mountains
of that area. The problem is that the
initial study of flight service stations
only considered the statistical weather
directly above the airport; in Butte,
the airport has reasonably stable
weather patterns, but in the surround-
ing mountains the weather changes
constantly. For example, the standard
route from Bozeman to Butte passes
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over the town of Whitehall, yet it's
commonplace for the flight service peo-
ple to advise pilots into alternative
routes to avoid pockets of difficult
mountain weather. Unfortunately,
we've not been successful in persuading
the FAA that this circumstance re-
quires specific attention, and so the
evaluation of services at Butte have
not reflected the actual needs of pilots.

It would be my understanding, Mr.
Chairman, that under this provision
the FAA would be required to take a
careful look at the circumstances
posed by mountainous weather at
Butte, and whether the particular cir-
cumstances indicate the need to main-
tain a flight service station there.

Mr. Chairman, am I correct in that
understanding?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct in his
understanding. There are areas of this
country where we must be very careful
where they are attempting to close
flight service stations, for safety rea-
sons.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM-
MERSCHMIDT], the ranking member of
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to express concern about
the amendment offered by my re-
spected colleagues, Mr. MINETA, Mr.
GEPHARDT, and Mr. NAGLE.

Although I understand the goal of
the amendment, I believe it is unneces-
sary at this time. The Public Works
and Transportation Committee cur-
rently is working on technical amend-
ments to the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act. In this
process we are looking at ways to ex-
tend the temporary local share waiver
to additional transit programs, and I
believe the Public Works Committee’s
technical corrections’ measure is the
appropriate place to make such a
change.

My second concern with this amend-
ment is the extension of the State or
local share payback requirement for
both highway and transit programs by
1 year. I believe the existing payback
provisions are quite reasonable and
there has been no demonstration of the
need to give States an additional year.

The longer these funds are out of cir-
culation, the more our Nation's overall
transportation funding is diminished.
If less funding is available, important
transportation projects must be post-
poned—and the desperately needed jobs
these projects can stimulate will be
postponed right along with them.

My third concern relates to the pay-
back requirement for transit discre-
tionary programs. Because of the dis-
cretionary nature of the section 3 pro-
gram, we cannot be assured thet ade-
quate future funds would be due .o sec-
tion 3 recipients in order to enforce the
payback requirements.
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I believe this amendment is intended
to permit waiver of the local share for
section 3 programs only in cases where
the Federal Transit Administration is
able to determine that sufficient funds
could be withheld from the recipient in
future years to ensure that the local
share is repaid. However, I believe this
point needs clarification in the amend-
ment.

Again, I wanted to express these con-
cerns and emphasize that these issues
would be best addressed in the context
of the technical corrections measure
currently under consideration by the
Public Works and Transportation Com-
mittee.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment.

This amendment will allow States the flexi-
bility to use its funds not to match the Federal
funds, but to compliment the funds. Our State
of Ohio is still a donor State though we get
more than a $1 for every $1 because of the
discretionary funds. In addition, our State
needs the funds because we have the third
oldest infrastructure in the country. For these
and other reasons, this is a fine amendment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHEUER].

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment.

Given that the current unemploy-
ment rate is approaching 8 percent, it
is time for this Congress to develop a
comprehensive jobs package. This
amendment will facilitate job creation.

Many of the jobs that were promised
by the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act may not be cre-
ated, because State and municipal gov-
ernments can not meet the match re-
quirements to receive needed Federal
funds. Thirty-five of our States and
over 60 percent of our cities are facing
budget difficulties. In these troubled
times, we should not hinder our cities
with unreasonable fiscal requirements.

This amendment would extend the
existing match waiver as part of the
ISTEA to include transit programs for
fiscal year 1993, It also gives States and
municipalities flexibility in the repay-
ment of the match requirements. Last-
ly, it streamlines the process for waiv-
er requests so that cities might begin
creating transportation and infrastruc-
ture jobs as soon as possible. For this
reason, this amendment is endorsed by
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the
Congressional Black Caucus, and the
Congressional urban caucus.

Mr. Chairman, the Nagle-Mineta
amendment is a godsend in the absence
of any Federal leadership to renew and
improve our infrastructure in this
country. We urgently need jobs, and
what better application for American
workers than to improve our infra-
structure.
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Mr. Chairman, in this case it is tran-
sit. For New York City and other urban
centers it could be mass transit. These
funds could be used to repair and ren-
ovate subways. What a godsend at this
time when our subways are falling fur-
ther and further into disrepair.

It could mean that we would buy new
buses in New York City to replace the
antiquated buses that we have now.

This is a godsend in time of need to
enable us to put workers to work im-
proving the quality of life in America
by improving our decaying and deterio-
rating infrastructure. I urgently ask
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
PRICE].

Mr, PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I stand re-
luctantly to oppose this amendment. I
appreciate the difficulties that led to
this amendment and I appreciate the
crunch that our States are experienc-
ing in their financing of roads and
transit projects. But I think to pass
this amendment here today would be to
invite trouble later,

We would likely be back here a cou-
ple of years from now dealing with re-
quests for further delays in cost shar-
ing, or dealing with requests for for-
giveness.

This amendment also raises grave
questions of fairness. After all, there
are States in this Union that have met
their obligations, that have come up
with the matching funds, that have
moved ahead with their highways and
transit programs. They have come up
with the matching funds, and there is
no reason that other States should not
do likewise. But this amendment would
provide incentives to delay these obli-
gations.

Requiring a State match for highway
and transit programs is a longstanding
and sound feature of this country's
transportation policy. It promotes ac-
countability and it promotes fiscal re-
sponsibility. The cost sharing provi-
sions in present law and in this bill are
fair and sufficiently flexible, and I urge
they be retained.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that as
is obvious from the discussion here,
this is a very complicated matter that
we should not be treating on an appro-
priations bill in this fairly cavalier
fashion. It is bad policy. It is unfair to
some communities. I hope the amend-
ment will be defeated.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COUGHLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.
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Mr. DELAY. I just want the Members
to understand that if this amendment
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passes, the pot that goes to States all
over this country is going to be dimin-
ished. If we have certain communities
that cannot come up with the 20 per-
cent, they are going to get projects and
project moneys and not having to meet
a local match. So the pot for those le-
gitimate, viable projects will be great-
ly diminished by this amendment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Mineta-Gephardt
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the Mi-
neta-Gephardt-Nagle amendment to allow
State and local governments to waive their
share of the match for transportation projects.

Last year's transportation infrastructure bill
promised to rebuild America. But most impor-
tantly, it promised thousands of new jobs.

The recession has hit city governments
hardest. They simply can't afford to put up
their share to get their transportation projects
off the ground. And they need relief.

Currently, match waivers are only allowed
for highway programs. This amendment would
allow waivers for transit programs as weil.

Importantly, this waiver includes funding for
mass transit operating subsidies—the basic
funding systems need just to keep running.

Finally, it allows cities and metropolitan
planning organizations who receive Federal
transportation funds to speak for themselves—
and not wait for the Governor to request all
waivers.

As chairman of the congressional urban
caucus, | support this amendment. It is good
for my own city of Philadelphia and for cities
across the country. It funds big-city transit sys-
tems. It puts people back to work. And it gets
critical infrastructural projects off the ground.
Vote “yes" on Mineta-Gephardt- %

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to our distin-
guished majority leader, the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
urge Members to vote for this amend-
ment. The reason for it is very, very
simple. We passed a highway bill last
year that a lot of States and local gov-
ernments need to use.

Some have not been able yet to put
together the local match, but they are
in the process of doing that. The bill
we passed sald States could get a waiv-
er. This amendment simply says that
in other instances, waivers can be
achieved. It allows local governments
as well as State governments to
achieve a waiver.

It allows it for transit projects as
well as highway projects, as the bill did
last year. And finally, it simply says
there will be an additional year in
which to make the match.

It makes sense. It does not diminish
the pot for other States. In fact, if we
do not pass this amendment, there is

going to be money that will be left over
that cannot be spent because the waiv-
ers are not available enough.

I urge Members to vote for this sim-
ple, straightforward and needed amend-
ment so we can fulfill the promise of
the highway and mass transit legisla-
tion of last year.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the ISTEA amendment to H.R. 5518, the
fiscal year 1993 Department of Transportation
appropriations, offered by my good friends,
Chairman NorRM MINETA and Representative
DAVE NAGLE,

This amendment addresses two major prob-
lems that we are facing as a Nation. We are
losing money every year due to the diminish-
ing quality of our Nation's bridges and road-
ways. The House Public Works Committee
has cited the need to rebuild and rehabilitate
our infrastructure. There is also that problem
of high unemployment. Considering the cur-
rent unemployment rate which now stands at
almost 8 percent, Congress needs to enact
legislation that will provide jobs for the Amer-
ican people. This amendment would help to
do just that while also aiding the commence-
ment of rehabilitation projects for our infra-
structure.

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act [ISTEA] of 1991 which was ap-
proved by Congress was supposed to produce
the jobs that we still seek today. However,
many of these jobs may not be created due to
the inability of State and local governments to
meet the match requirement to receive Fed-
eral transportation funding.

We must eliminate the current impediments
that the local and State governments have
been facing in attempting to acquire Federal
transportation funding and thus facilitate our
efforts to create jobs and rebuild our infra-
structure. | urge its adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 229,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 279)

AYES—184

Abercrombie Bonlor Coyne
Anderson Borski Cramer
Andrews (ME) Boucher de la Garza
Andrews (NJ) Boxer DeFazio
Annunzio Browder DeLauro
Applegate Brown Dellums
Aspin Bruce Derrick
Atkins Bustamante Dicks
AuColin Cardin Dingell
Bacchus Clay Dixon
Beilenson Clement Donnelly
Bennett Collins (IL) Dooley
Bentley Collins (MI) Dwyer
Berman Condit Dymally
Bevill Conyers Eckart
Bilbray Cooper Edwards (CA)
Blackwell Costello Edwards (TX)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

18389

Engel Levine (CA) Ravenel
Erdreich Lewis (GA) Reed
Espy Lipinski Roe
Evans Long Roemer
Fascell Lowey (NY) Rostenkowski
Fazio Markey
Feighan Marlenee Russo
Flake Martinez Sabo
Foglietta Matsul Banders
Ford (MI) Mavroules Bangmeister
Ford (TN) Mazzoli Bawyer
Frank (MA) McCloskey Scheuer
Gejdenson McDermott Schumer
Gephardt McMillen (MD)  Serrano
Gibbons Mfume Sharp
Guarini Miller (CA) Stkorski
Hall (OH) Mineta Skelton
Hamilton Mink Slaughter
Harris Moakley Smith (FL)
Hayes (IL) Moody Boith (1A}
Hochbrueckner  Moran g:l“m
Horn Mrazek lings
Hoyer Murphy Btokes
Hubbard Nagle Btudds
Jacobs Neal (MA) Swett
Jefferson Nowak Swift
Johnson (SD)  Oakar Synar
Johnston Oberstar Tanner
Jones (NC) Olin
Jontz Olver Torricelli
Kanjorski Ortiz U’“‘“’ﬁ“
Kaptur Owens (NY) ontsd
Kennedy Owens (UT) Yents
Kennelly Pallone Washington
Kildee Panetta Waters
Kleczka Pastor Wasman
Kolter Payne (NJ) Welss
Kopetski Pelosi ;‘:‘m‘
Kostmayer Perkins w““’m"
LaFalce Peterson (FL) i
Lantos Peterson (MN)  \olpe
LaRocco Poshard Wyden
Lehman (CA) Quillen Yates
Lehman (FL) Rahall
Levin (MI) Rangel

NOES—229
Allard Dreler Hutto
Allen Duncan Hyde
Andrews (TX) Durbin Inhofe
Anthony Early Ireland
Armey Edwards (OK) James
Baker Emerson Jenkins
Ballenger English Johnson (CT)
Barrett Ewing Jones (GA)
Barton Fawell Kasich
Bateman Fields Klug
Bereuter Fish Kolbe
Bilirakis Franks (CT) Kyl
Bliley Frost Lagomarsino
Boehlert Gallegly Lancaster
Boehner Gallo Laughlin
Brewster Gekas Leach
Brooks Geren Lewls (CA)
Broomfield Gilchrest Lewis (FL)
Bryant Gillmor Lightfoot
Bunning Gilman Livingston
Burton Gingrich Lloyd
Byron Glickman Luken
Callahan Gonzalez Machtley
Camp Goodling Manton
Campbell (CA) Gord Martin
Carper Goss McCandless
Carr Gradison MoCollum
Chandler Grandy McCrery
Chapman Green McCurdy
Clinger Gunderson McDade
Coble Hall (TX) McEwen
Coleman (MO) Hammerschmidt McGrath
Coleman (TX) Hancock McHugh
Combest Hansen McMillan (NC)
Coughlin Hastert McNulty
Cox (CA) Hefley Meyers
Cox (IL) Henry Michel
Crane Herger Miller (OH)
Cunningham Hertel Miller (WA)
Dannemeyer Hoagland Molinari
Darden Hobson Mollohan
Davis Holloway Montg ¥
DeLay Hopkins Moorhead
Dickinson Horton Morella
Doolittle Houghton Morrison
Dorgan (ND) Huckaby Murtha
Dornan (CA) Hughes Myers
Downey Hunter Natcher



Neal (NC) Rohrabacher Stump
Nichols Ros-Lehti Bkt
Nussle Rose Tallon
Obey Roth Tauzin
Orton Roukema Taylor (MS)
Oxley Rowland Taylor (NC)
Packard Santorum Thomas (CA)
Parker Sarpalius Thomas (GA)
Patterson Baxton Thomas (WY)
Paxon Schaefer Upton
Payne (VA) Schiff Valentine
Pease Schroader Vander Jagt
Penny 8 b Visclosky
Petri Shaw Volkmer
Pickett Shays Vucanovich
Pickle Shuster Walker
Porter Bisisky Walsh
Price Skaggs Weber
Pursell Skeen Weldon
Ramstad Slattery Whitten
Regula Smith (NJ) Wilson
Rhodes Smith (OR) Wolf
Richardson Smith (TX) Wylie
Ridge Bnowe Young (AK)
Riggs Solomon Young (FL)
Rinaldo Spence Zelift
Ritter Spratt Zimmer
Roberts Stearns
Rogers Btenholm
NOT VOTING—21
Ackerman Hayes (LA) Schulze
Alexander fner Solarz
Archer Johnson (TX) Stark
Barnard Lent Thornton
Campbell (CO) Lowery (CA) Towns
Gaydos Ray Traxler
Hatcher Bavage Yatron
0O 1544

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Towns for, Mr. JoHNSON of Texas
against.

Ms. SNOWE and Messers. MCCAND-
LESS, HALL of Texas, GLICKMAN,
RIZHARDSON, and GORDON changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. YATES and Mr. FASCELL
changed their vote from “no'’ to “‘aye."”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and yield
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BEREUTER] for the purposes of a col-
loquy.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Before proceeding with the colloquy,
Mr. Chairman, I want to express my
great appreciation and admiration for
the years of exceptional public service
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
LEHAMAN] and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] for their
service in the U.S. House of Represent-
atives.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify
the committee report language con-
cerning the Newcastle-Vermillion
Bridge. I want to ask both the gen-
tleman from Florida and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, am I cor-
rect in understanding that the $4.12
million appropriation included in the
bill for a bridge across the Missouri
River is for the proposed authorized
bridge between Newcastle, NE, and
Vermillion, SD, even though there was
an inadvertent reference to the site of
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another bridge for which appropria-
tions were enacted during fiscal year
1992? 1 would ask the distinguished
chairman.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COUGHLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the Chair.

I would also ask the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, am I correct?

Mr. COUGHLIN. The gentleman is
correct. That was our intention.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF TEXAS

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Texas,
Page 67, after line 16, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 339. The amounts otherwise provided
in this Act for the following accounts and ac-
tivities are hereby reduced by the following
amounts:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

Expenses, $5,000.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Expenses, $17,500.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Expenses, $131,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

BUDGET AND PROGRAMS
Expenses, $2,500.
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
Expenses, $2,000.
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

Expenses, $625,360.

CONTRACT APPEALS BOARD

Expenses, §2,700.

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

Expenses, $4,100.

OFFICE OF ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE

Expenses, $4,200.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY

Expenses, §25,300.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND
DEVELOPMENT

Expenses, $60,500.

OFFICE OF COMMERCIAL SPACE
TRANSPORTATION
OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

Expenses, $87,280.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

Expenses $1,880,000.

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES

Expenses, $5,031,480.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND
IMPROVEMENTS

Expenses, $2,500,000,

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND
RESTORATION
Expenses, $430,000.
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

Expenses, $558,600.

FEDERATION AVIATION
ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS

Expenses, $9,076,000.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Expenses, $4,575,000.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Expenses, $4,737,120.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
LIMITATION ON GENERAL OPERATING
EXPENSES

Expenses, $7,024,000.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Expenses, $1,802,000.

MoTOR CARRIER SAFETY
Expenses, $78,580.
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
Expenses, $347,700.
RAILROAD SAFETY

Expenses, $801,800.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Expenses, $296,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Expenses, $685,400.

RELATED AGENCIES
PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION
PANAMA CANAL REVOLVING FUND

Expenses, $1,023,000.

Limitation on operating and capital ex-
penses, $5,837,000.

Mr. SMITH of Texas (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 20 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Debate time for
this amendment will be limited to 20
minutes.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
SMITH] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes and a Member in opposition will
be recognized for 10 minutes. Does any
Member rise in opposition to the
amendment?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I do, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEEMAN] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH].
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, by supporting this
amendment, Members will challenge
Federal managers to find additional
savings in their overhead costs.

The amendment makes overhead
spending reductions agency by agency.
Reductions are based on each agency’s
actual overhead spending on travel,
transporting things, utilities, commu-
nications, rent, other services and sup-
plies, and materials. None of the Ap-
propriations Committee funding for
programs or personnel is reduced by a
single dollar.

The amendment totals $563 million in
overhead reductions, which is less than
one-fifth of 1 percent of the total $35
billion in spending.

Agency reductions in no instance ex-
ceed 2 percent of a given agency's total
spending. Where the committee specifi-
cally targeted overhead reductions,
they are credited in the amendment,
and in no instance does a reduction re-
duce an agency's total funding below
1992 funding levels.

This amendment is a practical, com-
monsense first step to bringing Govern-
ment costs under control.

Across America, families and busi-
nesses have been meeting the challenge
to control their costs in recent years.
Americans understand what it means
to act to control overhead costs.

On behalf of citizens, Congress should
now take the lead to see that the Fed-
eral Government does the same thing.

This is an amendment that all Mem-
bers can and should support. It picks
no favorites. It only asks of one agency
what it asks of other agencies. It is
flexible. There are no personnel cuts.
Rather, this amendment empowers
Federal managers. They are challenged
to reduce their overhead costs and then
allowed to decide how best to achieve
those savings on behalf of the Amer-
ican people.

There are no program cuts. Rather,
this amendment challenges managers
to discover new ways to make pro-
grams more efficient and effective. To
citizens, that means better service and
a more responsive Government.

It defies common sense to believe
that Federal managers will not be able
to find less than one-fifth of 1 percent
in overhead savings, or $53 million.

It is a good first step.

To summarize, the amendment's
overhead reductions are based on each
agency's spending, do not exceed more
than 2 percent of an agency’'s total
funding, do not reduce any agency
funding below 1992 levels, and are one-
fifth of 1 percent of the bill’'s total
spending. The overhead reductions cut
no programs and do not reduce funding
for personnel.

It is endorsed by Citizens Against
Government Waste and the National
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Taxpayers’ Union, and I hope this
amendment will be endorsed by my col-
leagues as well.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

While attractive in appearance, this
type of amendment is not necessary.
The bill before us today is already
below the House-passed budget resolu-
tion levels and the subcommittee’s
602(b) allocations. Funding in this bill
is less than last year's level for out-
lays.

Most of the overhead accounts in the
bill are at or below last year’s level al-
ready. The FAA and Coast Guard oper-
ating budgets would receive increases,
but only very small ones—4 percent
and 2 percent, respectively. I do not be-
lieve these accounts should be consid-
ered overhead.

I urge the Members not to accept this
amendment, since it would cut funds
for operation of the air traffic control
system, for response to oilspills, for the
life-saving and drug interdiction mis-
sion of the Coast Guard, for railroad
safety inspections, and for other criti-
cal activities. These are the kinds of
activities which fall under overhead in
the gentleman's amendment. The re-
ductions are not necessary, and would
lead to delays in airline travel and re-
duce safety on our highways, airways,
and waterways. This amendment
should be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Let me make a couple of additional
points. I am not sure I understood ev-
erything the chairman just said.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding.

Maybe the gentleman could clarify a
question that has come up on the part
of several Members. There was a ques-
tion about the level of funding for the
FAA administrative account and where
that funding level ends up as a con-
sequence of this amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr, Chairman,
let me try to respond to my friend’s in-
quiry.

In regard to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, within FAA operations
spending, my amendment targets the
overhead spending of two activities,
human resource management and head-
quarters administration only. No pro-
grams or projects are cut. No personnel
slots are out.

Total spending on travel, transport-
ing things, utilities, supplies, materials
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by these two activities exceeds $138
million a year, and what my amend-
ment does is to reduce that spending
by less than 2 percent of the total fund-
ing for FAA operations.

Mr. PENNY. If the gentleman will
yield further, is it fair then to say that
the reduction in this area is focused
strictly on administrative overhead,
and that the reduction would not affect
or impair the ability of the FAA to per-
form its operational functions?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I would say to
my colleague that that is absolutely
correct.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the Smith
amendment, and | commend the gentleman
from Texas for again taking the floor to reduce
overhead and indirect spending. | am happy to
join him in urging adoption of this amendment.

This amendment, to the fiscal year 1993
transportation tions bill, reduces total
spending in this bill $59 million and should be
overwhelmingly embraced by the House. As
it's been pointed out, the Smith amendment
does not touch one dime of spending for
transportation projects or personnel. It will not
disrupt any agency function or slow down any
activity at any agency funded by this bill.

What it does cut is overhead spending
agency-by-agency for travel, utilities, commu-
nications, rent, other services, supplies and
materials. Overall, the amendment saves a
total of $59 million, which is two-tenths of 1
percent of the bill's total new obligational au-
thority. In no instance does any reduction ex-
ceed 2 percent of a given agency’s total fund-
ing, and in no single account, does a reduc-
tion reduce an agency's total funding below
1992 funding levels. And as Mr. SMITH has in-
dicated, where the subcommittee specifically
targeted overhead reductions, they are cred-
ited in the amendment.

Earlier this year, | was involved in a task
force that concluded that a reduction of be-
tween 5 and 10 percent in overhead/indirect
spending at Federal agencies was possible
and would not result in any reduction in serv-
ices or programs. What we're talking about
here is $59 million in a $13 billion measure.
That comes out to something like .004 percent
of the total. This reduction will hardly under-
mine any program or activity.

Mr. Chairman and Members, with a deficit of
aver $400 billion—and the national debt near
$4 trillion, we must make reductions every-
where we can, every chance we get. As any
American can understand, overhead ex-
penses, are among the first expenditures that
should be reduced. This amendment is a mod-
est step and | urge its adoption.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his support.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, [ yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the
amendment.

While I understand the sincere inten-
tions of my friends who offer the
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amendment, I have to say simply that
they are wrong. For example, in dis-
cussing the office of the Secretary, if
everyone here would like to get a copy
of the report and turn to page 4, you
can easily see that recommended in
this bill that our committee has
worked on for so long and so hard, it is
below 1992. It is below 1992 in new budg-
et authority. It is below 1992 in limits
on obligations.

I can tell the Members of the Con-
gress that we sat and went over each
and every one of these accounts, and
some of these recommendations we
even made in committee, but what we
ended up with was a different mix.

We in fact cut the office of the Sec-
retary below 1992.

Going on even further, these cuts in
this particular amendment will affect
vital safety. Now, I know that the au-
thors of the amendment have to say
that it will not, because they know
that if the Congress believes that it
will, they will not support the amend-
ment.

But let me tell the Members that
when you cut human resources as was
just mentioned in the colloquy here a
few minutes ago, it may sound sort of
neutral, that is something we can get
rid of, who cares, human resources. Let
me tell you what human resources is:
Human resources in the Federal Avia-
tion Administration is training for air
traffic controllers.

The FAA is human-resource inten-
sive. That is the budget that they do
the training out of. That is safety.

We have already cut the operations
and facilities and equipment and re-
search and development in the FAA.

This is another $18 million. This
budget and the safety required in the
FAA cannot afford this amendment.
The Coast Guard, and everyone who
has looked at this including our friends
on the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, will tell you that this
committee unfortunately, and we did
not want to do it, but we cut the Coast
Guard. The Coast Guard has a very im-
portant role for maritime safety, for
law enforcement, drug interdiction,
and it is very important that we not
cut the Coast Guard any further.

This particular amendment would
take another $56 million out of what is
already about a $100 million cut in the
Coast Guard. They just cannot take
this. We have cut them to the bone.

So I know that my friends want to
economize. You know, they want to
have a vote on the floor so that every-
body can go home and say they voted
to whack it to the Department of
Transportation, but let me tell you
that the committee did a lot of work
and tried very hard in juggling the
competing priorities across the board,
and we did the best we could.

We would like the Congress to sup-
port the subcommittee's judgment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to the point made by my friend,
the gentleman from Michigan. He ar-
gued that the human resource manage-
ment deals with safety, and I would say
that it certainly does not do that.

It is basically a personnel depart-
ment, and on page 54 of the report, it
says this:

This activity includes administration of
FAA employee recruitment, compensation
(including federal employees' compensation
payments and unemployment compensa-
tion), training, and labor-management rela-
tions programs.

The point here is that given the line-
item figures that we have studied here,
we are not talking about cutting any
programs or personnel. I want to make
that very, very clear. What we are
talking about is cutting Government
overhead that has never been specifi-
cally targeted before.

0 1600

Within the Federal budget, Govern-
ment overhead has now ballooned to be
over one-quarter of that Federal budg-
et, $320 billion.

In no case, and I will repeat this, in
no case are any of these agency cuts
below the 1992 level.

What we are doing is targeting such
items as travel and supplies that have
never been targeted before.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR].

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, just in re-
sponse and rebuttal, the gentleman can
read very well and he read it very
quickly.

The word *‘training’ was in there. If
you go on and read, and I invite every-
body to read page 54, this is training of
our air traffic controllers. That is safe-
ty.

Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully
disagree with the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Let me respond once again and try to
clarify exactly what this amendment
does. It targets Government overhead
spending. It does not target any pro-
grams for safety, training, or any per-
sonnel involved with any of those pro-
grams.

What it targets again is five object
classifications, such as travel and sup-
plies.

Let me tell my colleagues why we
have targeted those particular cat-
egories, and I will give you one exam-
ple. Let us take travel, since that is a
particularly large item.

What we discovered in our analysis
was that incredibly in the last month
of the fiscal year the travel expendi-
tures suddenly go up 48 percent. Very
clearly, Federal managers are trying to
use up their travel allotment. It is
those types of expenditures that we are
trying to control. If we do not control
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Government overhead spending, there
is nothing that we possibly can con-
trol. It has never been scrutinized be-
fore. It needs to be targeted right now,
tonight, and this is just the beginning.

The advantage of targeting overhead
spending is that everybody benefits.
The taxpayers benefit. The deficit is
reduced or can be reduced.

We also have a situation where we
are not cutting the important pro-
grams of agencies, not cutting person-
nel. We are only talking about over-
head expenditures, such as those items
of travel and supplies.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I have a
great deal of respect for the gentleman
from Texas. He has had similar amend-
ments in the past, but I urge my col-
leagues to listen closely as this amend-
ment is described.

Most of us are sitting here waiting
for the opportunity to head out to the
closest airport and to take a plane
home. Many of the people listening to
this debate are in the same cir-
cumstance.

We want to know that when we get
on that plane that there will be an air
traffic controller hired by the Federal
Aviation Administration, properly
trained, on the job, doing professional
work.

The gentleman from Texas insists
that he can make a cut of $9 million in
the Federal Aviation Administration
which will have no impact whatsoever
on the delivery of their services. I
would like to echo what my colleague,
the gentleman from Michigan, said ear-
lier. We went through this appropria-
tion bill very closely. We made some
rather spectacular cuts in some areas.
I can say that many Members on the
floor will tell you they are unhappy
with the cuts, but I can just tell you
point blank that with this amendment
you are going to make cuts in areas
that are going to affect the quality of
service that is provided.

The gentleman from Texas said ear-
lier, we play no favorites. He said: We
have no favorites in our cuts. Well, I
will readily confess that the committee
did play favorites. When it came to the
question of public safety, we played fa-
vorites. We said when it comes to the
Federal Aviation Administration, we
want the FAA to do its job profes-
sionally, do it well, make sure that the
American public using our airplanes,
are safe and can rely on air traffic con-
trollers who are properly trained.

The gentleman’'s amendment goes a
little bit too far. I urge my colleagues
to oppose it.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
let me say once again that this amend-
ment does not cut one air traffic con-
troller. The legislative history that we
are establishing now will show that is
the case.
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What I am simply saying to the Fed-
eral managers, for example, is that in-
stead of taking 10 trips next year, you
can take 9 trips this year. I think the
American people would support that.

Once again, this amendment only
cuts one-fifth of 1 percent of the total
spending.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGH-

LIN].

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
reluctant to oppose my good friend, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH], but
I can only say that this subcommittee
went through months and months of
hearings on this legislation. We went
through every item in great detail. We
were faced with a very tight 602(b) allo-
cation. We produced a bill that is $1.5
billion less than the budget request and
$4 billion less than fiscal year 1992.

In particular, what the gentleman is
targeting is outlays, and we were look-
ing for every penny we could save in
outlays, because that got us additional
budget. authority. If we have not
combed for every penny in travel and
for every penny in overhead, for every
penny that we could get out of this in
all these cases, the Secretary’s Office
is lower than last year. We really
worked very hard to get this down as
far as we could.

Reluctantly, Mr. Chairman, I have
got to say that doing anything further
would be a tragic mistake, and I urge
defeat of the amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the com-
ments of my friend, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, and in reply I want
to repeat once again that no agency is
cut more than 2 percent in spending,
that once again the total cuts by this
amendment are less than one-fifth of 1
percent of the total spending in the
bill.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN].

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Lest there be any doubt about it, this
amendment will take an additional $5
million out of the operating account of
the Coast Guard, when the bill as it is
written now already takes away 387
million out of the operating account.

If you want to know what that
means, that means search and rescue
stations will be shut down. That means
air patrols will be curtailed. Cutters
will be decommissioned. That means
safety at sea, not only for mariners,
but recreational boaters will be threat-
ened. Have no mistake about it. This
amendment further cuts the Coast
Guard when later on we will be trying
to restore a little bit back to the Coast
Guard’s budget.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we reject
this amendment.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me reply to the re-
marks of my friend.

Within the Coast Guard's operation
expenses, my amendment targets a re-
duction only in the overhead spending
of headquarters administration.

My amendment leaves the Coast
Guard’'s operating expenses account
with a $37 million, rather than a $39
million increase in spending over 1992.
It goes from $39 million to $37 million.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I just urge this amendment be de-
feated, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will close by making
three points for my colleagues.

Once again, first of all, the amend-
ment cuts do not exceed more than 2
percent of any agency’s total spending.

Second, they do not reduce any agen-
cy’s funding below the 1992 levels.

Third, and most importantly, the

total cuts in this amendment amount
to less than one-fifth of 1 percent of the
bill’s total $35 billion in spending for
1993.
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Smith amendment
which cuts $59 million in overhead from the
Department of Transportation and its agen-
cies.

| commend our colleague, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, for his leadership on reducing Govern-
ment waste. | also want to note the excellent
work of Mr. PENNY of Minnesota on this issue.
| would further observe that the amendment is
in keeping with a recommendation of the
Democratic Task Force on Government
Waste, which | chaired, to cut Federal over-
head expenses by up to 10 percent. So |
would like to associate myself as a cosponsor
of the Smith amendment.

The amendment offers a challenge to Fed-
eral managers: Find ways to reduce spending
on administrative support by 10 percent. With
the Federal deficit exceeding $400 billion this
year, we must get control of agency support
costs, which account for $1 of every $5 spent.
Cutting back on these expenditures by 5 to 10
percent would save $15 to $30 billion a year.

The amendment reduces overhead spend-
ing on an agency-by-agency basis, based on
what it actually spends on items such as print-
ing, communications, travel, transportation of
goods, and office supplies and materials. It
applies to the Federal Government a prudent
rule of private management: When you must
tighten your belt, cut overhead first.

The total reduction in the amendment
amounts to $59 million. It does not cut any
personnel, eliminate any programs, or cancel
any projects. Those are separate questions
which should be decided on their merits. The
amendment does trim the overhead which has
grown relentlessly over the past two decades.

The amendment recognizes the good work
of the committee in scaling back certain agen-
cy budgets. In those cases, there are no cuts
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or very modest cuts. Moreover, no reduction
brings an agency’s spending level below its
current funding level. So this is a modest, al-
beit necessary, step in our deficit reduction ef-
forts.

Last year, Congressman PENNY and | of-
fered a similar, though more limited, amend-
ment to reduce Transportation Depariment
overhead costs. It failed passage. This year
we have teamed up with our colleagues, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. SMITH of Texas,
and others, to successfully reduce overhead
spending in several other appropriations bills
by over $1 billion. This is not a partisan issue
and that's why it has enjoyed wide bipartisan
support.

| urge my colleagues to continue the deficit
cutting effort in this bill. | can assure them that
adopting the Smith amendment will not result
in canceled highway projects, reduced airline
safety, or other imagined horrors. It will simply
require the Department of Transportation and
its sister agencies to follow the same busi-
nesslike practices that we have demanded of
other departments in prior appropriations bills.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 175, noes 236,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 280]
AYES—175

Allard Edwards (OK) Kaptur
Allen Edwards (TX) Kasich
Andrews (TX) Erdreich Kennedy
Armey Ewing Klug
Aspin Fawell Kolbe
Atkins Fish Kyl
Bacchus Franks (CT) Lagomarsino
Baker Gallegly Lancaster
Ballenger Gekas LaRocco
Barrett Gibbons Leach
Barton Gilchrest Lewis (FL)
Beilenson Gillmor Lioyd
Bilirakis Gilman Luken
Bliley Gingrich Marlenee
Boehlert Goodling McCandless
Boehner Gordon McCloskey
Brewster Goss McCollum
Bunning Gradison McCrery
Burton Grandy McCurdy
Byron Guarini McEwen
Camp Gunderson McMillen (MD)
Campbell (CA) Hall (TX) Meyers
Carper Hancock Mfume
Chandler Hansen Michel
Clement Hastert Miller (OH)
Clinger Hefley Molinari
Coleman (MO) Henry Moody
Combest Herger Moorhead
Condit Hoagland Murphy
Cooper Holloway Neal (NC)
Cox (CA) Hopkins Nichols
Cox (IL) Horn Nussle
Crane Houghton Olver
Cunningham Huckaby Orton
Dannemeyer Hunter Packard
DeLauro Hutto Pallone
Dickinson Inhofe Pastor
Dooley Ireland Patterson
Doolittle Jacobs Paxon
Dorgan (ND) James Penny
Dreijer Jefferson Peterson (FL)
Duncan Johnson (CT) Petri
Eckart Jontz Porter



Poshard Saxton Stump
Pursall Schaefer Tanner
Ramstad Scheuer Thomas (CA)
Reed Bchiff Upton
Rhodes Sensenbrenner Vander Jagt
Ridge Shays Vucanovich
Ritter Sisisky Walker
Roberts Slattery Walsh
Roemer Smith (OR) Waber
Rohrabacher Smith (TX) Weldon
Ros-Lehtinen Snowe Wylle
Roth Solomon Young (FL)
Roukema Spratt Zelifr
Sanders Stallings Zimmer
Santorum Stearns
Sarpalius Stenholm
NOES—236

Abercrombie Gonzalez Owens (UT)
Anderson Green Oxley
Andrews (ME) Hall (OH) Panstta
Andrews (NJ) Hamilton Parker
Annungio Hammerschmidt Payne (NJ)
Anthony Harris Payne (VA)
Applegate Hayes (IL) Pease
AuCoin Hertel Pelosi
Bateman Hobson Perkins
Bennett Hochbrueckner Peterson (MN)
Bentley Horton Pickett
Bereuter Hoyer Pickle
Berman Hughes Price
Bevill Hyde Quillen
Bilbray Jenkins Rahall
Blackwell Johnson (8D) Rangel
Borskt Johnston Ravenel
Boucher Jones (GA) Regula
Brooks Jones (NC) Richardson
Broomfield Kanjorski Riggs
Browder Kennelly Rinaldo
Brown Kildee Roe
Bruce Kleczka Rogers
W: Eomk‘l Rase
Callahan LaFalce RS
Cardin Lantos g::b):lm
Carr Laughlin Russo
Chapman Lehman (CA) Sabo
Clay Leh (FL) =
Coble Levin (MI)
Coleman (TX)  Levine CA) gawete
Collins (IL) Lewis (CA) Shcosdsr
Collins (MI) Lewis (GA) e
Conyers Lightfoot Se 53
Costello Lipinski Sharp
Coughlin Livingston Shaw
Coyne g Shuster
Cramer Lowery (CA) Sikorski
Darden Lowey (NY) s} 2
Davis Machtley Skeen
de la Garza Manton
DeFazio Markey gm:er
Dellums erf.li:ez Smith (FL)
Derrick Matsui Smith (IA)
Dicks Mavroules Bmith (NJ)
Dingell Mazzoli Spence
Dixon McDade Staggers
Donnelly McDermott gx::
Dornan (CA) MeGrath
Downey McHugh Sundquist
Durbin McMillan (NC)  Swett
Dwyer McNulty Swift
Dymally Miller (CA) Synar
Early Miller (WA) Tallon
Edwards (CA) Mineta g:;lm =

Mink or
Engel Moakley Taylor (NC)
English Mollohan Thomas (GA)
Espy Montgomery Thomas (WY)
Evans Moran Thornton
Fascell Morella Torres
Fazio Morrison Torricelli
Felghan Mrazek Traficant
Fields Murtha I‘.::‘me::l
Flake Myers entine
Foglietta Nagle Vento
Ford (MI) Natcher Visclosky
Ford (TN) Neal (MA) Volkmer
Frank (MA) Nowak Washington
Frost Oakar Waters
Gallo Oberstar Waxman
Gejdenson Obey Weiss
Gephardt Olin Wheat
Geren Ortiz Whitten
Glickman Owens (NY) Williams
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Wise Wolpe Yates
Wolf Wyden Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—23
Ackerman Hatcher Schulze
Alexander Hayes (LA) Solarz
Archer Hefner Stark
Barnard Hubbard Towns
Bonior Johnson (TX) Traxler
Boxer Kolter Wilson
Campbell (CO) Lent Yatron
Gaydos Ray
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Messrs. VOLKMER, MILLER of
Washington, and ESPY changed their
vote from “‘aye’’ to ‘‘no."

Messrs. PETERSON of Florida,
LAROCCO, and McCRERY, Ms. KAP-
TUR, and Mr. COX of California
changed their vote from ‘“‘no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purposes
of a colloguy with Chairman ROE,
Chairman MINETA, and Congressman
BoORsSKI. I want to congratulate Chair-
man MINETA and Chairman ROE for
their work on the Obey-Roe amend-
ment, which would put thousands of
Americans to work and at the same
time build new highway and mass tran-
sit systems. However, the real need in
cities such as Philadelphia, New York,
and Boston is for funds to repair older
existing mass transit systems in these
cities.

It is my understanding that you will
work to expand this program and push
for additional funding for the revital-
ization of old mass transit systems—
namely section 9 capital improve-
ments, rail modernization, and operat-
ing subsidies—in this bill.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I too want to ap-
pland Chairman ROE and Chairman Mi-
NETA for their work on behalf of mass
transportation systems around the
country. The work of Chairman ROE
and Chairman MINETA will lead to a
more mobile America.

Like my colleague from Philadel-
phia, I am concerned about the lack of
mass transit funding in this amend-
ment for older cities. We wish to con-
firm that when we get to conference
that you will work to expand this pro-
gram to include enhanced funding for
mass transit systems that do not have
the resources to engage in new start
projects.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I appreciate the
concerns of my friends from Philadel-
phia. I assure you that you have my
commitment that we will address your
concerns with the conferees to obtain
more funding for the rehabilitation of
older mass transit systems.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, let me thank the
gentlemen from Pennsylvania for
bringing these very valid concerns to
our attention. To the best of our abili-
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ties, we will work with you and the
conferees on this bill to ensure that
your concerns are addressed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title ITI?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF
INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana: Page 67, add the following new section:

“Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion in the bill, the account Highway Dem-
onstration Projects, (Highway Trust Fund)
referred to on page 25, line 8, is hereby re-
duced by $3,135,000."

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on this amendment and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 10 minutes.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would inquire,
is the chairman just requesting a time
limit on this amendment and any
amendments to this amendment?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the request just concerns this
amendment.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, as
the author of the amendment I would
like to say I do not intend to use the
entire time, but I think it would be in-
appropriate to limit the time right now
because there may be Members who do
want to say something on this amend-
ment. So I do object.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a
point of order.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I am under
no illusion that I will be sustained, but
1 feel constrained to speak out that
this amendment is fetching back to a
previous title which we have already
passed. As a matter of parliamentary
procedure, to allow this parliamentary
device means that essentially any bill
on the floor is never done. It essen-
tially means that the bill is open to
amendment at any point. We passed
the provision that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is seeking to
amend. The gentleman was not here at
the time and did not raise his amend-
ment to that section at the time.

Mr. Chairman, I know what the rules
are and I anticipate that the Chair is
going to rule against me, but I did
want to raise the point and say that we
should not have this kind of parliamen-
tary procedure that essentially mean-
ingfully lays the entire bill open for
amendment at any point.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] seek rec-
ognition on the point of order?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOUCHER). The
Chair is prepared to rule. Due to the
general nature and effect upon funds of
title III of the bill now open to amend-
ment, a reach-back amendment in this
form is germane and is not in violation
of clause 2, rule XXI. The point of order
is not sustained.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thought there were 20 minutes
on each amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
incorrect in that assumption. There
are certain amendments designated in
the rule with 20-minute limits. This
amendment is not one of those.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, we have talked on the floor many
times about the deficit, and I am not
going to prolong this, because I know
my colleagues on the Democrat side of
the aisle are anxious to get to the
Democratic Convention in New York
and my other colleagues want to go
home, so I will not take much time.

But the projection of the Federal
debt is that by the year 2000 we are
going to be $13.5 trillion in debt. We
will not even be able to pay the inter-
est on the debt if we do not get control
of spending. That portends economic
chaos for the country. So I feel com-
pelled to come to the floor to try to cut
wasteful spending wherever we find it,
regardless as to who may be involved.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
am proposing right now would cut
$3.135 million out of an access road to
an airport in Ontario, CA, at the On-
tario National Airport.

The reason I think this is very im-
portant to cut is because the authoriz-
ing committee only authorized $865,000
for this project, yet the Appropriations
Committee has put almost five times
that amount in the bill, $4 million.

So what I am doing with this amend-
ment is trying to cut everything over
the authorization. The project would
still get the $865,000 it was authorized,
but the excess over that in the amount
of $3.135 million would be cut from the
funding.

Mr. Chairman, that is the purpose of
the amendment. I hope Members will
support it. It is a step in the right di-
rection toward getting control of
spending in this place.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the bill contains $167
million in new budget authority for
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highway demonstration projects. All of
these projects have been funded in pre-
vious years. There are no new highway
demonstration projects in this year's
bill.

In developing the bill the committee
received requests from Members for
highway projects amounting to about
$1.5 billion. As I mentioned, the bill in-
cludes $167 million, which is $434 mil-
lion less than was appropriated for
similar projects in fiscal year 1992.

Because of the fiscal constraints
under which the committee was operat-
ing we decided to fund only ongoing
demonstration projects. With regard to
these continuations, I think most
Members would agree that once Con-
gress gives its approval to start a
project, it should not turn around the
next year and stop it in its tracks un-
less there are good, sound environ-
mental, or engineering, or cost reasons
to do so. No such arguments are being
made here.

These new projects represent a rel-
atively small amount, less than 1 per-
cent of the total recommended high-
way funding. We have received testi-
mony or correspondence from many of
the House Members whose areas are af-
fected by these projects. I am sure they
can all discuss the benefits of each of
these projects. I believe they are all
justified on the basis of safety or eco-
nomic development. It is easy for a
Member to criticize a project in some-
one else's district as being unjustified.
There is no reason why Members
should not decide on the allocation of
this small amount of our Federal high-
way spending.

Mr. Chairman, we have developed a
balanced bill. It is within our 602(b) al-
location. These projects have been in-
cluded within our overall budget allo-
cation—they are not budget busters.
The projects are important to the
Members and their districts.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

I rise simply because I am frankly a
bit startled that this amendment is on
the floor. I think the gentleman may
know that Ontario, at least the edges
of the town, are currently in my own
district. It is not going to be in my dis-
trict after reapportionment, the next
election, but nonetheless, it does dra-
matically affect the economy of my
area.

I was in a markup downstairs, work-
ing on a supplemental on a defense bill.
I had worried about Ontario Airport
years before. I would have hoped the
gentleman might have talked to me
about affecting my district. Even
though I might have agreed with him
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on an amendment, I am not certain of
that, I have not had the privilege of
even reading it.

But by way of background, Mr.
Chairman, I think usually it is a mat-
ter of courtesy to discuss an item that
does affect a Member’'s district. It is
the collegial thing to do. But in this
case, we are talking about a project
that is most interesting.

The Ontario International Airport
Ground Access Program utilizes an ex-
tensive publie/private cooperative fi-
nancing partnership. The program is
providing in excess of $101 million of
highway transportation infrastructure
projects.

The program essentially consists of
five freeway interchange projects, four
highway-railroad grade separations
projects, and over 11 miles of major ar-
terial highway construction around all
sides of Ontario International Airport.

The program'’s initial funding began
late in 1986 with the allocation of $4.0
million in Federal continuing resolu-
tion funds, since reduced to $2.45 mil-
lion. Additional funding with $14.5 mil-
lion of Federal demonstration grant
funds and $8.7 million of Secretary of
Transportation discretionary funds was
obtained under the Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987. The current Federal support of
$25.656 million has been leveraged with
both local public and private funding of
$65.78 million. To successfully complete
a comprehensively ground access pro-
gram, these funds are critical. If this
amendment fails, the total Federal
contribution to the program will be
$35.66 million of 35.1 percent of the
total program cost.

The program is essentially a 5-year
program with all projects currently un-
derway in environmental reviews, de-
sign, or actual construction.

The program's present level of suc-
cess is the result of an extensive coop-
erative public/private funding effort
which includes Federal, State, and
local agencies, as well as private inter-

ests.

The Ontario Airport is the major al-
ternative to the Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport. This is a project that
has been going forward for several
years, as quickly as possible in order to
save taxpayers' money.

There is not any doubt that these ac-
cess roads are going to be needed for
that international airport. There is ab-
solutely no doubt that now is the time
to do this because the area involved is
almost totally undeveloped. It is a rap-
idly growing area. The more land is de-
veloped around the region, the higher
the price goes to purchase the property
to build the roads.

And so to cut this off arbitrarily,
first of all, I am really not worried
about the gentleman not talking to me
about my district, but to cut this off
with little knowledge about the region
one is dealing with to eliminate a
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small amount of money, to say the
least, will be penny-wise and pound-
foolish. There is no doubt the commit-
tee has used a great foresight in con-
nection with its spending money as
reasonably as possible here, because
every dollar we spend now we save lots
of dollars on a project we have obvi-
ously begun and need to complete.

I really do appreciate the sincerity of
the gentleman from Indiana in the way
he goes about trying to eliminate
porkbarrel projects. In this case I
think he happens to be mistaken. He
may not serve on the Subcommittee on
Transportation and, therefore, has not
had a chance to look this project in de-
tail. If he wants to withdraw his
amendment, I would appreciate it. Be-
cause actually, it looks kind of silly in
this form. We definitely have a respon-
sibility to complete this project.

If we do not go forward, it is going to
cost us an endless amount of percent-
age increase due to the increase in land
cost. The House should reject this
amendment.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I would just like to close by say-
ing that every project that we talk
about on this floor is important to
somebody.

The fact of the matter is, I have said
time and time again, we have to
prioritize. And we have cut a number of
projects because of amendments pro-
posed by my colleagues.

I apologize to my colleague from
California for not apprising him or
making him aware of this amendment,
but many times we are in such a dither
around here, trying to get things done,
we do not have the luxury of that time.

The fact of the matter is, this project
was authorized to the tune of $865,000.
It is 4% times what was authorized.

I am not trying to cut the authoriza-
tion. I am saying, go ahead with the
$865,000. But $3.135 million is in excess
of that, and at a time when we have a
$4 trillion national debt, a $420 billion
deficit this year, we have to start look-
ing at everything and trying to cut,
economize, and prioritize.

I just say to my colleague, come back
next year and try to get the additional
funding for this. This is four and one-
half times what was authorized. It
should not be passed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and
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pending that, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. One hundred forty Members are
present, a quorum.

The pending business is the demand
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON] for recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I can en-
gage the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. COUGHLIN] in a colloguy.

I note that there are four different
requests of the administration that
have not been funded in this appropria-
tions bill. I would like to ask the chair-
man and the ranking Republican about
them.

The National Air System Support
Lab, $3.5 million was not funded. That
would reduce the amount of money
available to the FAA needed to con-
tract for various recabling jobs in the
computer labs. These labs are used con-
tinually for a wide variety of purposes,
to accommodate the different pro-
grams. It is not necessary to have it re-
wired periodically. That is done by con-
tractors on an as-needed basis, and not
funding the $3.5 million puts that par-
ticular mission in jeopardy.

I wonder if my colleague can tell me
on that, and the $5.2 million program
request in the ARTS III-A system for
the FAA, which is again the ARTS
computer system which handles sim-
ulations and R&D for the FAA’s termi-
nal approach computer systems in the
field, this also is an essential system
for the ongoing advanced automation
systems program.

The lab is now running around the
clock with three full shifts a day, and
this is just going to slow that system
down, I say to my colleague.

Those are two areas in the facilities
and equipment program.

I am also concerned about two areas
that were not funded in research, engi-
neering, and development. Recently
the Congress mandated that the FAA
evaluate and seek to prevent cata-
strophic failures in flight. That is an
essential program, mandated by the
Congress.

As I understand it, $2.83 million was
zero-funded in this particular appro-
priation.

Finally, there is a small program, a
half a million dollars, for cooperative
research which deals with technology
transfers, small business innovation,
research programs, joint grants with
NASA and other similar activities.
These are the spinoffs from research
and development in the area of avia-
tion that enable small firms to basi-
cally develop in the private sector as
an adjunct to the FAA. That, too, was
not funded.
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I ask the distinguished chairman and
the ranking Republican if, in fact, they
will take another look at this between
now and conference, because these
seem to be four areas of basic research
and technology transfer that will be es-
sential.
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Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, let
me assure the gentleman that these
cuts were not made lightly. We had to
make many decisions in markup and
we had to cut some hard programs, but
let me also assure the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] that we will
try and deal with this in conference as
best we are able to.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUGHES. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr., COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
share the gentleman's remarks, that
these have been difficult times and dif-
ficult decisions, but we certainly will
look at this again.

Mr. HUGHES. When we start cutting
back on basic research and slowing the
NAS plan down, we are basically not
advancing, really, our economic agenda
in this country.

Mr. COUGHLIN. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, I appreciate the
gentleman's concern, and we want to
work with him.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MICHEL

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MICHEL: At the
end, insert the following new section:

SEC. .DEFICIT REDUCTION.

Any savings achieved under discretionary
spending limits established under section
601(a)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 for fiscal year 1993 as a result of ap-
propriations under this Act or any other ap-
propriation Act shall be applied to reducing
the Federal deficit for that fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
debate on this amendment is limited to
a total of 60 minutes. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes, and a Member
in opposition will be recognized for 30
minutes.

Is there a Member who seeks recogni-
tion in opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL]?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the choice today is
very simple. If the Members vote for
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my amendment, they are voting to re-
duce the deficit by $2.6 billion over the
long term. If they vote for the Obey-
Gephardt amendment, they are voting
to spend $2.6 billion over the long term.
It is as simple and as profound as that.

A vote for my amendment is a reaf-
firmation of the old congressional vir-
tue that a deal is a deal. A vote for the
Obey-Gephardt amendment is a vote to
scuttle the budget enforcement agree-
ment. It puts the lie, quite frankly, to
all this talk about hard and fast budget
enforcement agreements.

Perhaps one of the reforms the House
urgently needs is memory training for
the majority, which seems to suffer in-
creasingly from selective amnesia.
Less than 2 years ago this Congress
voted for a budget deal which had as its
primary feature a very strong enforce-
ment mechanism. That is one of the
reasons I supported it. I thought it was
good, hard, and fast. This thing has
teeth in it. Both the majority and the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
my dear friend, voted for this agree-
ment. Remember?

The agreement set out three spend-
ing limits: For domestic discretionary,
for international, and for defense
spending through fiscal year 1993. The
deal was that these spending limits
could not be exceeded. Does that sound
familiar to the majority? Does it ring a
bell? Are their memories now jogged a
bit, hopefully?

Further, the deal was that if savings
were achieved within any of these cat-
egories, those savings would be applied
to reduce the deficit and could not be
spent in any other category. That was
only just 2 short years ago.

I am reminded of the scene in the old
movies where Jimmy Durante is trying
to steal an elephant, and he is leading
the giant creature out of the tent. The
policeman stops him, and he points to
the elephant and he says, ‘“Where are
you going with that elephant?’’ And
Durante, with all injured innocence, re-
plies, “What elephant?”’

The majority seems to be saying, like
Durante, ‘“Deal? What deal?”’ But in
terms of keeping their word to the peo-
ple, in terms of the honor of our word
that a deal is as big as an elephant and
we cannot just ignore it, and the ma-
jority, whose wild, exultant cheers
filled this Chamber when they killed
the balanced budget amendment, con-
firms this very day the reason why
such an amendment is necessary.

Yes, the Members will hear about the
merits of this additional transpor-
tation spending today. There is always
a reason. There is always an excuse.
There is always an alibi. There is al-
ways some supposed greater good to be
served. But the Federal Government is
running deficits at a rate roughly $400
billion this year, which will be added to
the already existing total Federal debt
of $3.8 trillion. How many times have
we heard Members on both sides of the
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aisle decrying what is happening and
what that figure is? Here we are, at-
tempting to add to it again.

All the polling data indicates the
House of Representatives is at a his-
toric low point in the public esteem.
Yet at the very time when we ought to
begin to reestablish trust, the majority
today is asking us to break our word.

Our country’s Founders pledged to
each other their lives, their fortunes,
and their sacred honor. All we are ask-
ing the majority to do today is to keep
the pledge of our word to one another
on both sides of the aisle. Is that really
asking too much today? I do not think
80, so I would ask the Members to sup-
port our amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I really hesitated to
rise in opposition to the gentleman, or
to the amendment of my good friend,
the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr.
MICHEL], because in general I think ev-
erybody in the House supports the
principle. We all certainly want to see
any savings in the budget used for defi-
cit reduction.

In a sense I really do not have a prob-
lem with the Michel amendment. If
people want to vote for it, that will not
bother me any, because it has virtually
no effect or no relationship to the
amendment which will be coming later
that I will offer.

The Michel amendment attempts to
say that whatever savings are achieved
in the appropriations cycle will be
dedicated to deficit reduction. But the
fact is that that is not what will hap-
pen, because we already have letters,
official letters from the administration
indicating that what they want to do is
to take the $1.3 billion which we cut
from the foreign aid bill just a couple
of weeks ago on this floor, and they
want to use their opportunities in the
Senate to try to restore those cuts, re-
inflate the foreign aid bill, reestablish
the free grant military assistance to
Portugal and to Turkey and to Greece
and to other NATO allies which we
think ought not to get a free lunch any
more in terms of free grant military
aid. That is most definitely what the
administration has made quite clear
they are going to do.

I am not going to take a good deal of
time, but will simply say that there
are a lot of promises which this House
has made. One of the promises was in a
vote of almost 6 to 1 just a few months
ago. This House voted for the first
highway authorization bill which told
every State in the Union they would be
getting a specific amount of highway
funding, and yet without this amend-
ment no State in the Union will even
come close.

As we have made quite clear in the
Obey amendment, we make certain
that there will not be a dime added to
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the deficit in the amendment which we
will shortly offer. I do think it is im-
portant to understand that we all share
the same goal enunciated by our good
friend, the gentleman from Illinois. We
all want the deficit to go down. Those
of us who will be offering our amend-
ment after the Michel amendment is
voted on simply, I think, recognize the
fact that we can stand here like King
Canute and order the tides to go down,
but without additional economic
growth they will not do that.

Regardless of our preachments on the
deficit, unless we make the kind of in-
vestments that are necessary to
strengthen the fiscal infrastructure of
this country, to improve the economic
efficiency of the country, we simply
are not going to see that deficit go
down because our economy is not going
to be as competitive as it needs to be in
order to keep jobs in this country,
which is the true way that we achieve
economic growth and therefore achieve
deficit reduction.

As I say, it is not going to hurt my
feelings if people want to embrace the
Michel amendment, but it seems to me
that the amendment that we will offer
next will in a sense maintain roughly
the principle of the Michel amendment
with a $400 million exception on the
outlay side. So I really do not think
there is a very big disagreement be-
tween us.

0 1700

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MCDADE].

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Michel amend-
ment. This amendment by the distin-
guished leader, considered in isolation,
is easy. It is current law. It is stated
policy of our Government. It is bedrock
principle. It is our mantra for deficit
reduction: Savings will be used for defi-
cit reduction, not for new spending.

We just concluded a markup in the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
which will produce $12 billion more for
deficit reduction in savings out of the
defense budget—$12 billion applied to
the basic principle of deficit reduction.

But the Michel amendment, in the
context of the Obey amendment to fol-
low, is really a test of will. Do we fol-
low the principle consistently or do we
follow it only when it becomes conven-
ient?

Both supporters and detractors of the
budget agreement of 1990 agree on one
benefit of that agreement. It imposed
discipline on this body.

As all of my colleagues know, for ap-
propriation purposes there are three
categories of spending, and within each
category, be it international, domestic
or defense, we can only spend up to the
agreed ceiling. We cannot go beyond
that. That is the agreement that my
good friend from Illinois referred to.
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So far this year, I would say to my
friends, we are doing a pretty doggone
good job. Defense spending, as indi-
cated, is way below the caps, and it
will be $12 billion further below as a re-
sult of actions taken just a few min-
utes ago in our markup. International
spending, headed by my good friend on
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, DAVE OBEY, is significantly
below the ceiling. And even in the do-
mestic discretionary account, we are,
as we sit here today as a body, below
those spending caps. We are below the
ceilings on domestic discretionary. So
far, we are a total of $6.4 billion in
budget authority and $4.7 billion in
outlays below the allocation to the Ap-
propriations Committee. My friends,
that is real deficit reduction. That is
something that we in the House can be
proud of. That is the principle that we
signed up to, and that is what we
agreed to do, and we are doing it.

Now, my dear friend, and he is my
dear friend from Wisconsin, wants to
take a portion of those savings, tear
down the discipline, and provide $2.5
billion in new spending, $2.5 billion
over those ceilings.

The argument is made that the Obey
amendment does not really break the
walls, it just kind of adjusts them.

Well, what good is a wall if it is full
of holes? What good is a wall if it has
a door that you can open and walk
through every hour on the hour?

The argument can be made that, if
we do not take the $400 million in
international outlay savings and spend
them in the domestic accounts, the
Senate, and we have heard my good
friend refer to that, and the adminis-
tration will spend it on foreign aid. My
friends, that is a red herring. The
amount of $190 million of those funds
were already assumed to be used for
deficit reduction in the budget resolu-
tion that this House passed. Those
funds were not even allocated to the
Appropriations Committee to spend.
They have already been allocated to
deficit reduction and cannot be spent
on foreign aid, just as the Defense Sub-
committee is limited by an allocation
well below the caps.

As for the remaining $210 million of
that $400 million, Congress has made it
abundantly clear at this juncture that
that money will not be spent on foreign
aid.

Can something happen down the
road? Oh my word, yes. We sat in con-
ference last year right before the
Ukrainians were to vote on whether or
not they would be a free nation, and we
added in the conference with the Sen-
ate $400 million in the defense accounts
to take down nuclear weapons in the
Ukraine. Do my colleagues know why?
Because the Russians and the Ukrain-
ians came to this country and said
please show us how to denuke these
systems. Of course we used that
money.
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There could be something out there.
Not today,

The choice, my friends, under the
amendment by my good friend from
Wisconsin is not domestic spending
versus international spending. The
choice is busting the spending caps ver-
sus deficit reduction. We can and we
should do more for infrastructure in
this country. We can all agree with
that. In fact, as we sit here, there is
about $150 million in unused domestic
discretionary outlays available if we
had the will to try to figure out how to
use it. Just look back at the bills that
we have handled and you can tote it
up, $150 million sitting there.

But in our rush to do what is right
for the moment, let us not trample on
the one and the only principle that we
agreed to to guide us along the path of
deficit reduction. Nobody said it better
than my good friend from Illinois [Mr.
MICHEL]. We made that agreement. Let
us keep it.

I urge a vote for the Michel amend-
ment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN],
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Transportation.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend from Wisconsin
for yielding me the time.

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment for three reasons. Unemployment
remains too high, transportation infra-
structure is continuing to deteriorate,
and third, the funding allocations
available to the committee for trans-
portation were simply not adequate to
address the requirements of our Na-
tion's transportation system.

I have the greatest respect for my
friend from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. How-
ever, I believe that the Obey amend-
ment at this time is better for our Na-
tion and, therefore, I urge the defeat of
the Michel amendment.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM-
FIELD].

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend my friend, the
distinguished minority leader, Mr.
MIcHEL, for offering this important
amendment. It says, in effect, that if
you don't spend it—use it to pay off
your bills. Believe it or not, this is not
only sound accounting theory—it is
plain good common sense.

If the Congress ran this country the
same way the average American runs
their household we would all be better
off. The fact of the matter is, when you
have leftover cash you use it to pay
your bills.

The Michel amendment would re-
quire, in that rare instance when the
Congress spends less than the budget
would allow, that the leftover funds be
used to finance the deficit.

I know that the Obey amendment,
which we will consider next, does not
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increase the deficit—but it eliminates
an important opportunity to cut the
deficit.

It is true that the Obey amendment
if adopted could prevent additional
peacekeeping assistance for Yugoslavia
this year, could stop supplemental as-
sistance for famine relief in Africa, or
it could prevent subsidy costs of hous-
ing guarantees to settle Soviet Jews
within the 1967 borders of Israel.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I am glad to

.yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, why does
the gentleman say it would stop peace-
keeping since my subcommittee has no
jurisdiction over peacekeeping, and the
funds that I am cutting in foreign aid
are coming only from my subcommit-
tee?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. The gentleman
has already passed the foreign aid bill,
and you are actually taking the extra
money for this highway bill.

Mr. OBEY. But will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr, BROOMFIELD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. The subcommittee that
has jurisdiction over peacekeeping
forces is the State, Justice, Commerce
Committee headed by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. So any requests
for peacekeeping forces would go to his
subcommittee, not to mine. I am not
touching the money of the subcommit-
tee of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
SMITH]. I am simply taking the money
which I cut out of my bill last week on
foreign aid and using that portion of
the foreign aid funds.

So I fail to see how this would have
any relevance to any peacekeeping re-
quests.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say to my friend that he is ab-
solutely correct. International funding,
known as the 150 account, is the ac-
count that governs peacekeeping,
among other things, and that one, as
my good friend from Wisconsin knows,
is being drawn down to the bone by the
gentleman’s amendment. So my good
friend from Iowa, should he wish to put
in additional dollars for peacekeeping,
as he may well wish to do, does not
currently have that flexibility.

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will
yield, I am completely agreeing to the
602 numbers, and our subcommittee
voluntarily gave up some funds to the
Smith subcommittee so that they
could deal with issues like this.

Mr. MCDADE. But if the gentleman
will yield further, I want to say what
the gentleman from Michigan is di-
rectly addressing is the 150 account and
whether funds remain for emergency
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uses thereof, and there is no flexibility.
The gentleman from Michigan is right.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Back in 1990 the
Democrat leadership and the President
negotiated a painful agreement to pro-
tect the budget from measures such as
the Obey amendment. At that time the
President was widely criticized, espe-
cially from our side of the aisle, for
raising taxes in exchange for promised
limits on spending. I myself opposed
the agreement because I never thought
it would hold.

Regardless of the merits of that
agreement, a deal is a deal, and the
Obey amendment would break that un-
derstanding. Today we and the Amer-
ican people have the opportunity to see
the proof of President Bush's leader-
ship and the failure of the Congress.

I urge my colleagues to vote “‘yes"
on the Michel amendment, and *‘no' on
the Obey amendment.
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Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time.

Mr. Chairman, in 1990 the gentleman
from Wisconsin well knows that a com-
promise budget summit agreement was
reached, and in that agreement taxes
for the people of this country were
raised to the tune of $181 billion, the
largest tax increase in American his-
tory. The reason that tax increase took
place, which I opposed then and oppose
now, was because we had a deficit in
excess of $220 billion, and everybody
was saying, "‘If we do not get control of
the deficit, the economy of the United
States is in dire peril. We are going to
have economic chaos."

Well, you folks voted for that. We
raised taxes $181 billion. And what do
we have today because of the increase
in taxes? The economy has taken a
downturn. We do not have a $220 billion
deficit anymore. We have a $420 billion
deficit, and every man, woman, and
child in this country is in dire eco-
nomic peril because we continue to
head toward a $13.5 trillion deficit by
the year 2000 based upon statistics that
the Federal Reserve has put out.

Now, if that happens, we are going to
have an economic calamity in this
country. So what did that bill say in
19907 It said that if any money is cut
from certain areas of government, we
are building a firewall, “*You cannot
use it for more spending in some other
area. We are going to use it for deficit
reduction to cut the deficit down so
that the economy does not face this
kind of peril” that I have been talking
about.

Now, those people on the Democrat
side of the aisle, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] included, prom-
ised to adhere to that agreement.

Here we are less than 2 years later
and they want to tear down that fire-
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wall, cut $400 million out of foreign as-
sistance, which is all right with me.
But what do they want to do with it?
They want to spend it just like we
thought they would back in 1990. They
want to spend it on some more pro-
grams. They will find more and more
ways to spend it.

The fact of the matter is this, ladies
and gentlemen, my colleagues, and
anybody else who is paying attention,
the debt-to-gross-national-product
ratio in this country, which is Greek to
most people, has gone from 33 percent
of GNP to 57.4 percent in less than 10
years. That means that the amount of
total output that all the workers in
America produces, over half of it goes
just to pay the Federal debt, just to
deal with the Federal debt, and it is
going to, by the year 2000, it is going to
exceed all tne gross national product,
everything we produce in this country.
We are going to have economic chaos if
we do not get control of spending.

Yet my colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], and others
continue to head down that road to-
ward economic calamity.

Now, I want to say one more thing:
The interest on the national debt right
now is $303.9 billion.

That is more than all the health care
costs that the Government pays, it is
more than Social Security, it is more
than defense; the largest item in the
budget today is the interest on the na-
tional debt. Do you know what it is
going to be like in T¥% years according
to the economic projections by our
Government? It is going to be $1.2 tril-
lion in T¥% years. The total amount of
money we bring into the Treasury
right now, all income taxes, all busi-
ness taxes, is $1.2 trillion, and in 7%
years the interest on the debt is going
to exceed all the money we are bring-
ing in today.

In fact, Peter Grace, the head of the
Grace Commission, said that by the
yvear 2000 all personal income taxes, 102
percent of total personal income taxes,
are going to be needed just to pay the
interest on the debt.

1 want to say this one more time to
my colleagues: What will happen if we
reach this?

The year 2000, the Federal Reserve
Board, who does not have to have any
help from this Congress, will have to
make a choice, and that choice will be
either to print money to pay off part of
the debt, because the interest is so
high, or to default on obligations this
Government has.

What they will do is they will opt to
print money. Can you imagine what it
is going to be like printing $13 trillion
and putting that into circulation or
$6.5 trillion, half of the debt, so we will
not have half as much interest as we
are going to have to pay? What it is
going to mean is hyper-inflation. Peo-
ple on fixed income, Social Security re-
cipients, welfare recipients, they will
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have money, but when a loaf of bread
costs $20 or $30, it will not buy very
much. That is called hyper-inflation.

We have got to get control of spend-
ing. Support the Michel amendment.
Taking money and tearing down the
firewalls and using it for more spend-
ing is the wrong approach to solving
the problem.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I hope
my friend, the gentleman from Indiana,
has not left the floor, because I have
heard his economic-chaos class speech
now on three different occasions.

The gentleman came and spoke
against the parking garage in Newark
and gave the speech, and he spoke a
few minutes ago against a highway in
Ontario, CA, and gave the speech. Now
he is giving it on this particular
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would just say to the
gentleman that I think it is a good
speech, but I am puzzled by the fact
that the gentleman opposed my amend-
ment just a few days ago to cut $700
million out of star wars, and then the
gentleman turned around and voted
against an effort to cut over $1 billion
out of the B-2 bomber. We were talking
about real deficit reduction, and this
gentleman was nowhere to be found.

Would the gentleman like to explain
that?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I will be more than happy to ex-
plain that. The people on this side of
the aisle, if the gentleman will just
give me a minute——

Mr. DURBIN. I just have a few sec-
onds.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You want to
slash defense, and you say there is no
peril out there. There are many on this
side of the aisle who believe that the
No. 1 concern of this Government
should continue to be the defense of
this Nation. We can cut defense, and I
am for cutting defense, but not into
the muscle and bone like Jimmy Carter
did that imperils this Nation.

Mr. DURBIN. Reclaiming my time, I
will just say to the gentleman that
cutting star wars, a program that is ob-
solete, does not strike me as cutting
into the defense of this Nation. I wish
the gentleman's zeal for budget-cutting
would extend to the Department of De-
fense.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
COUGHLIN], the distinguished ranking
member on the subcommittee.

Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. Chairman, why
is it that the American people are so
disillusioned with the Congress of the
United States? I would like to suggest
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that in large measure it is because we
are congenitally unable to restrain our
urge to spend money. Why is it that
every time we find a few dollars that
we can save in one area, we always
apply it to spending in another area,
never to reducing the deficit?

In my 24 years, and lots of you have
been here lots longer than I have, but
in my 24 years here, I have seen meas-
ure after measure to try to reduce the
deficit. All of them have failed. All of
them have failed because we have
found some way to get around them.

Just a couple of weeks ago we had
the conference committee on the dire
emergency supplemental which my col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, will remember, and the gimmick
we tried there to get around the budget
limitations was to declare a lot of
emergency spending so it would fall
outside the budget limitations. That
did not work there.

Now we are at it again. We are trying
to find another way around our spend-
ing limitations, a way around the fire-
walls that we have erected.

It has been said that this amendment
does not eliminate the firewalls.

Our colleague from Ohio said it best
earlier today that all it does is open
the door and let the horse out and then
close the door again. So the horse is
out of the barn.

It is said that this does not reduce
the deficit. But if we do not spend the
money, it does reduce the deficit.
Money we do not spend reduces the def-
icit.

Why are we always trying to get
around everything that we enact our-
selves to impose some discipline on our
fiscal house?

That is why the American people are
disillusioned. If we do not support the
Michel amendment and say that we are
at least going to take this money that
has been saved in the international
category and apply it to deficit reduc-
tion, but we are going to transfer it to
some other category and spend it, they
are going to say, ‘“You are all fools
down there. You are trying to fool us
when you say you are really serious
about reducing the deficit. You are try-
ing to fool us with measures that are
not reducing the deficit, new programs,
new ideas that say you will get every-
thing under control.”
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The American people are not going to
be fooled. The deficit is real and it is
eating us alive.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
conclude here.

I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments, and I simply want to buttress
the point that one of the reasons for of-
fering the amendment is that there has
been so much talk of late around here
about enforcing agreements on spend-
ing. Of course, if agreements can be
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day or that day, then they do not mean
two hoots.

My feeling, as I said in my very open-
ing remarks, is that we had what I
thought was a very solemn agreement
between the two parties, established by
the Congress itself, on these three
basic spending categories and we ought
to stick to our word. That is the key
question today.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as those of you who
know me know, I often quote my favor-
ite philosopher, Archie the Cockroach.
One of the sayings that Archie said
once was this: “Proportion is very im-
portant. Of what use is it for a queen
bee to fall in love with a bull?”

I really believe that we need a sense
of proportion in discussing this amend-
ment here this afternoon. This amend-
ment is not going to have any notice-
able effect one way or another on the
deficit. Politicians can issue preach-
ments in the form of congressional
amendments anytime we want about
the deficit; but let us take a look at
the facts.

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania
indicated, we have seen appropriation
subcommittees so far take actions
which would reduce allowable spending
by roughly $14 billion in budget author-
ity terms.

All that the Obey amendment is
going to suggest when we get to it next
is that we take approximately 15 per-
cent of that and use it to attack the
deficit in a different way.

Now, what we suggest we ought to do
is to use that 15 percent to try to get
the economy moving.

Reference has been made and incense
has been duly burned and vows have
been made to the budget summit agree-
ment of 1990, but the fact is that a few
things have changed since then.

Now, the budget summit agreement
of 1990 was adopted at a time when we
had a $200 billion deficit, as has been
correctly pointed out; now we have a
deficit of about $400 billion.

Did that happen because George Bush
went nuts on spending? Of course not.

Did it happen because the Congress
added large amounts to spending? No;
they did not.

We basically adhered to that agree-
ment, but the deficit nonetheless has
doubled because a couple things got in
the way. One was called the S&L crisis,
which had to be funded and which was,
responsibly, by both parties.

Second, the economy fell apart. When
the budget agreement was passed, un-
employment levels in this country
were 5.7 percent. Today they are 1.8
percent. That means that we have hun-
dreds of thousands of additional fami-
lies who are not working. If they are
not working, they are not making
money. If they are not making money,
they are not paying taxes. If they are
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not making money, they are not buy-
ing things. They are not buying houses.
They are not buying cars. They are not
buying steel. They are not buying a
whole bunch of other products.

So what we are suggesting in a very
modest amendment is that, yes, we will
retain the budget walls. Yes, we will
devote the overwhelming share of
spending reductions to deficit reduc-
tion. We all endorse that, but we do be-
lieve that since last month alone we
lost another 117,000 jobs in this econ-
omy, and all we ought to do is say OK,
because we have an opportunity here in
the private sector, operating at the
local level through State governments,
to provide additional employment to
move the economy forward, to give it
an extra kick. We are suggesting a very
modest proposal, a transfer of $400 mil-
lion in outlays in order to create
roughly 150,000 construction jobs. That
is what we are doing, and it has noth-
ing to do with any attack on the budg-
et ceilings, because our amendment
will keep the budget ceilings in place.
We will not spend one dime more than
the budget resolution that we have
signed on to would allow us to spend,
and the amendment makes that gquite
clear.

So as I said, we can have this theo-
logical debate about how best to attack
the deficit, The fact is we agree with
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MicHEL]. There would be no great harm
in the Michel amendment being adopt-
ed, but the amendment that comes
afterward simply tries to buttress the
direct deficit reduction with a little
help to jump-start the economy
through adding a few construction jobs
so that in the process we might keep
our promise to every State in the
Union in terms of construction levels
for the coming year.

Mr. MICHEL. Exercising my right to
close, Mr. Chairman, as the author of
the amendment authorized by the rule,
may I simply say in conclusion that I
doubt very much whether I would have
introduced the amendment had it not
been for the intelligence we received
earlier that there might very well be
offered to this bill an amendment that
will follow this one, the Obey-Gephardt
amendment, which for all practical
purposes breaks a solemn agreement.
Had it not been for the suggestion that
that might be offered, you would not
have been voting on this amendment of
mine, because it would not have been
necessary; but sometime we have to
come to grips with whether or not we
are going to abide by our word around
here, and that is the reason for our of-
fering the amendment.

I ask for support for the amendment
when we vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 268, noes,
143, not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 281]
AYES—268

Alexander Geren Morella
Allard Gibbons Morrison
Allen Gilchrest Murphy
Andrews (TX) Gillmor Murtha
Anthony Gilman Myers
Applegate Gingrich Natcher
Armey Glickman Neal (NC)
Aspin Gonzalez Nichols
Baker Goodling Nussle
Ballenger Goss Olin
Barrett Gradison Ortiz
Barton Grandy Orton
Bateman Green Owens (UT)
Beflenson Guarini Oxley
B tt Gund Packard
Bentley Hall (OH) Pallone
Bereuter Hall (TX) Panetta
Bevill Hammerschmidt Parker
Bllbray Hancock Fatterson
Billrakis Hansen Paxon
Bliley Harris Payne (VA)
Boehlert Hastert Penny
Boehner Hefley Petri
Boucher Henry Pickett
Brewster Herger Pickle
Brooks Hoagland Porter
Broomfleld Hobson Poshard
Browder Hochbrueckner Price
Bruce Holloway Pursell
Bryant, Hopkins Quillen
Bunning Horn Ramstad
Burton Horton Ravenel
Bustamante Houghton Regula
Byron Hunter Rhodes
Callahan Hutto Ridge
Camp Inhofe Riggs
Campbell (CA) Ireland Rinaldo
Carper Jacobs Ritter
Chandler James Roberts
Cl Joh (CT) Roemer
Clinger Johnson (8D) Rogers
Caoble Jones (NC) Rohrabacher
Coleman (MO) Eanjorski Ros-Lehtinen

Eaptur Roth
Condit Kasich Roukema
Cooper Kennelly Rowland
Costello Klug Sangmeister
Coughlin Kolbe Santorum
Cox (CA) Kyl Sarpalius
Cox (IL) Lagomarsino Bawyer
Cramer L 8
Crane LaR Bchaefe:
Cunningham Laughlin Schiff
Dannemeyer Leach Schroeder
Davis Lewis (CA) Sensenbrenner
de la Garza Lewis (FL) Shaw
DeLauro Lightfoot Shays
DeLay Livingston Shuster
Derrick Long Sikorski
Dickinson Lowery (CA) Sisisky
Dicks Luken Skaggs
Dooley Machtley Skeen
Doolittle Manton Skelton
Dorgan (ND) Martin Slattery
Dornan (CA) Mavroules Smith (NJ)
Drejer McoCandless Bmith (OR)
Duncan MeCollum Smith (TX)
Durbin McCrery Snowe
Eckart, McCurdy Solomon
Edwards (OK) McDade Spence
Edwards (TX) McEwen Spratt
Emerson McGrath Stallings
English McMillan (NC) Stearns
Erdreich McMillen (MD) Stenholm
Ewing Meyers Stump
Fawell Mfume Sundquist
Felghan Michel Tallon
Fields Miller (OH) Tanner
Fish Miller (WA) Tauzin
Franks (CT) Molinari Taylor (MS)
Gallegly Montgomery Taylor (NC)
Gallo Moorhead Thomas (CA)
Gekas Moran Thomas (GA)
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Thomas (WY) Walker Wylie
Thornton Walsh Young (AK)
‘Torricelli Weber Young (FL)
Upton Weldon Zeliff
Vander Jagt Whitten Zimmer
Volkmer Wilson
Vucanovich Wolf
NOES—143
Abercrombie Hertel Payne (NJ)
Anderson Hoyer Pease
Andrews (ME) Hughes Pelosi
Andrews (NJ) Jefferson Perkins
Annunzio Jenkins Peterson (FL)
Atkins Johnston Peterson (MN)
AuCoin Jones (GA) Rahall
Bacchus Jontz Rangel
Berman Kennedy Reed
Blackwell Kildee Richardson
Bonior Kleczka Roe
Borski Kolter Rose
Brown Kopetski Rostenkowski
Cardin Kostmayer Roybal
Carr LaFalce Russo
Chapman Lantos Sabo
Clay Lehman (CA) Sanders
Coleman (TX) Lehman (FL) Savage
Collins (IL) Levin (MI) Scheuer
Collins (MI) Levine (CA) Schumer
Conyers Lewis (GA) Berrano
Coyne Lipinski Sharp
Darden Lloyd Slaughter
DeFazio Lowey (NY) Smith (FL)
Dellums Markey Smith (IA)
Dingell Martinez Staggers
Dixon Matsui Stokes
Donnelly Mazzoli Studds
Downey MeCloskey Swett
Dwyer McDermott Swift
Dymally McHugh Synar
Early McNulty Torres
Edwards (CA) Miller (CA) Traficant
Engel Mineta Unsoeld
Espy Mink Valentine
Evans Moakley Vento
Fascell Mollohan Visclosky
Fazio Moody Washington
Flake Mrazek Waters
Foglietta Nagle Waxman
Ford (MI) Neal (MA) Weiss
Ford (TN) Nowak Wheat
Frank (MA) Oakar Williams
Frost Oberstar Wise
Gejdenson Obey Wolpe
Gephardt Olver Wyden
Hamilton Owens (NY) Yates
Hayes (IL) Pastor
NOT VOTING—23
Ackerman Hayes (LA) Ray
Archer Hefner Schulze
Barnard Hubbard Solarz
Boxer Huckaby Stark
Campbell (CO) Hyde Towns
Gaydos Jehnson (TX) Traxler
Gordon Lent Yatron
Hatcher Marlenee
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote
Mr. Ray for, with Mr. Towns against.
Messrs. AUCOIN, KENNEDY,

SERRANO, MCHUGH, and MOODY,
Mrs. LLOYD, and Ms. SLAUGHTER
changed their vote from “‘aye' to *‘no."

Messrs. THOMAS of Georgia, ECK-
ART, and TORRICELLI, and Ms.
DELAURO changed their vote from
unon tvo “aye."

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi-
tional amendments to title III of the
bill?
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AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR, OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments en bloc made in order by
the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments en bloc.

The text of the amendments en bloc
is as follows:

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. OBEY:

On page 7, line 14, strike ‘'$2,515,739,000"
and insert *'$2,5563,739,000"".

On page 14, line 15, strike *$1,800,000,000"
and insert *‘$1,850,000,000".

On page 18, line 6, strike ‘'$14,440,000,000"
and insert *'$16,690,000,000".

On page 36, strike out line 15 through line
24, and insert the following:

“For necessary expenses for discretionary
grants as authorized by section 21(b) of the
Federal Transit Act, to remain available
until expended, $132,000,000: Provided, That no
more than $1,857,000,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any pro-
vision of law there shall be available for
fixed guideway modernization $640,000,000,
there shall be available for the replacement,
rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and re-
lated equipment and the construction of bus-
related facilities $320,000,000, and there shall
be available for new fixed guideway systems
$897,000,000 of which—".

On page 67, after line 16, insert:

“SEC. 339. ADDITIONAL INVESTMENT IN
AMERICA.—(a) Effective upon the date of en-
actment of this Act, the fiscal year 1993 dis-
cretionary spending limits set forth in sec-
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 are amended for all purposes of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 and the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974, as fol-
lows:

(1) the outlay limit for the domestic cat-
egory shall be increased by $400,000,000; and

(2) the outlay limit for the international
category shall be reduced by $400,000,000.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Office of Management and Budget
and the Congressional Budget Office shall re-
calculate all adjustments to fiscal year 1993
discretionary spending limits required under
section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 based
on the amendments required in subsection
(a) and shall report the revised limits to the
Congress in the report to Congress for this
Act that is required under section 251(aXT7) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, and such revised limits
shall be valld as if made pursuant to section
251(b) of the Act.

(c) The Congress reaffirms that the deficit
reduction assigned to the Commmittees on Ap-
propriations in the 1993 Concurrent Budget
Resolution (H. Con. Res. 287) shall be
achieved. The total of the first four domestic
discretionary appropriations bills passed by
the House is $154,000,000 below their outlay
targets. Additional savings are expected to
be made from the six remaining non-defense
bills. The Congress intends and commits that
the final appropriations bills for fiscal year
1993 sent to the President will fully comply
with their existing deficit reduction target.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
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raises his amendment under the provi-
sions of the rule adopted by the House,
House Resolution 513.

House Resolution 513 under the provi-
sions of rule XXII of the House is a res-
olution which speaks to the procedures
of the House of Representatives, and
therefore related directly to the House.

If in fact the gentleman was raising
his amendment under the provisions of
rule XXI, my point of order would not
stand because under rule XXI, where it
says, “‘No provision changing existing
law shall be reported in any general ap-
propriation bill except germane provi-
sions which retrench expenditures by
the reduction of amounts of moneys
covered by the bill,” and so on, a House
resolution can speak to that.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] also speaks
to a change in public law. Public Law
93-344, section 311, states that an
amendment that would cause the ap-
propriate level of total new budget au-
thority or total budget outlays set
forth in the most recently agreed to
concurrent resolution on the budget for
such fiscal year to be exceeded, that
public law also prevents such an
amendment from coming to the floor.

A House resolution such as House
Resolution 513 has no basis on which to
waive provisions of public law. It can
only waive those things which are
within the jurisdiction of the House to
waive.

Section 311 of Public Law 93-344
makes it very clear, quoting from the
public law, that this is either in the
House of Representatives or in the Sen-
ate. So therefore the public law makes
it impossible for such amendments to
come to the floor.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] would have us work on an
amendment which is in fact a violation
not only of the House rules, but also of
public law, and my point of order re-
lates to the provisions of Public Law
93-344 that the amendment is ineligible
for consideration in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply note that the House has the
right to try to amend public law at any
time it chooses. I would simply read
from House Resolution 513, which reads
as follows:

Each amendment printed in the report
may be offered only by the named proponent
or a designee, shall be considered as read
when offered, shall be debatable for the time
specified in the report equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oOppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amendment, and
shall not be subject to a demand for division
of the question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. All points of order
against amendments printed in the report
are waived.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is self-ex-
planatory.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to be heard further. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] quotes only
from House Resolution 513. House Res-
olution 513 under the rules of the
House, under the provisions of rule
XXII, can relate only to procedures of
the House of Representatives. What the
gentleman is attempting to do here is
not just change the procedures of the
House of Representatives, but also
change provisions of public law.

Therefore, I insist that my point of
order be upheld as a violation of public
law, not only a violation of the House
rules.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BoUCHER). The
Chair is prepared to rule on the point
of order offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Under the Constitution, article 1,
section 5, each House has the authority
to change its rules at any time, even
rules enacted into law and specifically
contained in the Budget Act. In fact,
section 904 of the Budget Act acknowl-
edges that title III of the Budget Act is
enacted as an exercise in rulemaking,
subject to the constitutional authority
of either House to change those rules
at any time.

The House has adopted House Resolu-
tion 513. On page 2, lines 21 to 23 of the
rule, all points of order against all
amendments granted in the report ac-
companying H.R. 513 are waived.

The pending amendment is printed in
the report, and, accordingly, the point
of order is not sustained.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] will be recognized under the rule
for 30 minutes in support of his amend-
ment, and a Member in opposition will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

Does a Member rise in opposition?

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] will
control the 30 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr, OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, last week the Govern-
ment’s economic reports indicated that
another 117,000 people lost their jobs.
As I look around, all of us, at least cer-
tainly all of the males, are wearing
rather nice looking suits, nice looking
clothing. We are in a comfortable at-
mosphere. It seems to me that we have
a special obligation to remember that
there are an awful lot of people who are
not.

Mr. Chairman, I think this institu-
tion has an obligation and the Govern-
ment itself has an obligation to get off
its collective duff and not to be, as
Franklin Roosevelt used to say, ‘‘fro-
zen in the ice of its own indifference.”

Mr. Chairman, I think we have an ob-
ligation to recognize that the economy
is in trouble and that we need to find a
way to deal with the unemployment
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losses that we have seen all across the
country.

Mr. Chairman, we have a very simple
choice: we can do nothing, or we can
try to do something. This amendment
suggests that we do a very modest
something. It will create roughly
150,000 jobs by taking money which we
have previously saved, largely from the
foreign aid bill just 2 weeks ago, and
instead use it to try to create jobs for
our own people who desperately need
them. It guarantees that we will not
add one dime to the deficit in doing so
because of subsection (¢) of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we are told that the
administration opposes this amend-
ment, and I want to tell you why.

The administration claims that this
bill would increase the deficit. The ad-
ministration prepared its statement in
attacking a different amendment, but
it certainly does not describe this one,
because this amendment specifically
indicates that the deficit cannot be
raised by one dime.
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Second, the administration suggests
that this amendment takes down the
firewalls. It does no such thing. The
firewalls in the budget remain. We sim-
ply adjust them to the tune of $400 mil-
lion down for foreign aid and $400 mil-
lion up for domestic discretionary
spending. What is the real reason that
the administration, in my view, wants
to oppose this amendment? It is be-
cause they still hope to restore the
cuts in foreign aid which this House
made on a bipartisan basis just 2 weeks
ago.

I have another statement of adminis-
tration policy right here, which indi-
cates that they are unhappy because
we cut the foreign aid bill by $1.2 bil-
lion. They indicated that they want to
use the legislative process to make ad-
ditional changes to repair that damage.
And that means, in plain language,
going to the Senate and having that
spending restored.

If the membership of the House
wants to guarantee that that money
will not be spent for foreign aid, this is
the best thing to do with it. It guaran-
tees it. It is spent in a very disciplined
and modest effort to create construc-
tion jobs in the private sector here in
this country. I would urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes and 30 seconds to the
distinguished ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON].

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, the
Michel amendment just approved over-
whelmingly by the House and the
Obey-Gephardt-Roe amendment now
before us present the House with an op-
portunity to put its words into action.
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In March, and again in June, the House
voted on fundamental budget con-
cepts—in essence, deciding what budget
rules would be applied later to specific
spending decisions.

In March, the House voted 238-187 to
keep the firewalls that separate de-
fense, international and domestic dis-
cretionary spending. We debated vigor-
ously whether the deficit was likely to
be lower with or without those fire-
walls. Members on the losing side ar-
gued that if we kept the firewalls, the
tendency would be to spend every last
dime available in each respective cat-
egory. Members on the prevailing side
argued that retaining the firewalls
would require any money that could be
saved to go for deficit reduction.

In June, the House voted 280-153 for a
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment. The vote fell just a handful short
of the two-thirds majority needed for
passage. The proponents of the amend-
ment argued that Congress seems in-
capable of self-discipline when it comes
to spending, and that something
stronger is needed. Opponents of the
amendment argued that Congress al-
ready has more than sufficient power
to reduce the deficit; our powers only
need to be exercised.

The votes today give Members on
both sides of these two debates a
chance to put their money where their
mouths were. Those who voted for the
Michel amendment and later today
vote against the Obey-Gephardt-Roe
amendment, reaffirm their determina-
tion to live within the existing deficit
control rules, sending two messages to
our constituents, to the other body,
and to ourselves. First, we would be
saying that if we find it possible not to
spend every last dime allocated to de-
fense and international programs, any
leftovers should be used to reduce the
deficit. Right now those leftovers from
House-passed bills amount to nearly
$12 billion. Second, we would be saying
that $206 billion in budget authority
and $225 billion in outlays is enough to
spend in 1 year on domestic discre-
tionary programs. If we decide to spend
more on some areas—such as highways,
mass transit, and the Coast Guard—
then, like almost every family in
America, we will have to spend less on
other things.

On the other hand those who voted
against the Michel amendment and
later vote for the Obey-Gephardt-Roe
amendment will be sending some very
troubling messages. They would be say-
ing that they have changed their minds
on the firewall votes. They would be
saying that even though last March we
voted to apply any leftovers to deficit
reduction, now we have decided to
spend them on things that will have
election day appeal—and never mind
the long-term consequences. And even
though we said in June that we did not
need a constitutional amendment—be-
cause we could reduce the deficit by
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making tough votes on spending deci-
sions—voting for Obey-Gephardt-Roe
would be saying, in effect: “Well, we
aren't going to make the tough votes
just yet."”

I looked through the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD to see what some of my col-
leagues said in June about taking
tough votes. If they truly meant what
they said then, the Obey-Gephardt-Roe
amendment will be overwhelmingly de-
feated. For example, here are state-
ments from a high ranking member of
the Budget Committee:

The only way you reduce the deficit is
through tough votes on issues, tough votes.
If you are not willing to make those choices,
there is not a constitutional amendment in
the world that is going to give you the guts
to do it.

Another member of the Budget Com-
mittee said:

If Members of the House are truly serious
about balancing the budget, then let us begin
right here and now to work toward that goal
in the proper and responsible way. By voting
on a plan of spending cuts and tax increases
that will produce those results.

And yet another member of the
Budget Committee:

What a balanced budget amendment will
do is to avoid the real responsibility of hav-
ing to make the hard choices. * * * The
budget can begin to be balanced right now.
Gimmicks won't do it. Political will and
courage is what it will take.

A member of the Public Works Com-
mittee said:

A constitutional amendment to balance
the budget is simply unnecessary. It is un-
necessary because we can do the very same
job on our own, without a constitutional
amendment.

Another Member of the House said:

The fundamental question before this body
today is whether we are ready to lead this
Nation by making the tough choices that
will build a better future, or whether we will
choose to rely on a budget gimmick to hide
our inaction and indecision.

Yet another Member:

The budget cannot be balanced by words
promising fiscal responsibility. The budget
can only be balanced through a systematic
plan of action which requires that the elect-
ed officials of this country make the difficult
choices.

Mr. Chairman, I could continue for
quite a while with these quotes, but
I'm sure everyone gets the point. In
March and June we were voting on how
we would proceed in the future to deal
with the deficit. Today, we are not
dealing with hypotheticals. We have
real choices before us—to spend or not
to spend, to increase the deficit, or not
to.
The sponsors of the Obey-Gephardt-
Roe amendment describe it as a trade
off between spending on Americans and
spending on foreigners. In reality it is
a choice between spending and not
spending. The fiscal year 1993 budget
resolution provides an outlay level for
international programs that is $189
million below the cap. Two weeks ago,
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when the House passed the fiscal year
1993 foreign operations appropriation
bill, the outlays were reduced to a level
$231 million below the allocation.
These combined decisions put outlays
for international programs $411 million
below the cap. In other words, if this
money is not spent, the deficit will be
lower by $411 million. The Obey-Gep-
hardt-Roe amendment, instead of re-
ducing the deficit, would raise the do-
mestic discretionary cap by $400 mil-
lion and spend the money.

The vote on the Obey amendment is
one of the key budget votes that will
occur this year. If we vote to scoop up
$400 million from leftover international
funds and spending it on transpor-
tation, then it will be hard to argue
that we should not also scoop up bil-
lions more left over from the defense
caps and spend that money too. This
will lead us right back to the uncon-
trolled spending that forced us into the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Obey-Gephardt-Roe amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ROE].

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the effect of
our amendment is to restore funding to
a number of surface transportation
programs in an amount at or close to,
as the case may be, levels provided for
those programs by this Congress 8
months ago in the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
and to increase funding for the Airport
Improvement Program authorized in
H.R. 4691, as passed by the House of
Representatives on May 19 of this year.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is correct. The amendment in-
creases fiscal year 1993 funding above
the level reported by the Appropria-
tions Committee for the programs cov-
ered by the amendment. In addition to
the ISTEA programs addressed by the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the amend-
ment also increases funding for operat-
ing expenses of the Coast Guard by $38
million for fiscal year 1993.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, it is our in-
tent that the covered programs under
ISTEA being restored in the amend-
ment are the Federal-aid highway obli-
gation ceiling by $2.25 billion and mass
transit discretionary grants by $257
million. Is this the understanding of
the gentleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey is correct.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, concerning
the mass transit discretionary grants,
we further intend in the amendment
that the additional $257 million being
provided for fiscal year 1993 be used to
restore new start funding to the fiscal
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year 1993 levels designated, and in the
manner described, in existing law
under the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991.

Mr. OBEY. The chairman is correct.
For funds being added by this amend-
ment, the previously approved ISTEA
language governs. That language was
approved by the Congress and signed
into law by the President.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

0 1810

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Obey amendment. I do it from a
different basis than that of my friend
from Ohio. That is on the basis that we
need really a pot of money, some on
the foreign affairs side. No one in this
room can say without equivocation
that there will not be an emergency
somewhere in the next 6 months for
which some dollars are needed. For in-
stance, there may be a problem in
Yugoslavia, there might be a problem
in Latin America, there might be a
problem elsewhere. Of course, the prob-
lem that I am most concerned about is
the problem in the Middle East, the
problem of tens of thousands, maybe
hundreds of thousands of Soviet citi-
zens, Russian citizens, Ukrainian citi-
zens, no longer Soviet citizens, who
may wish to leave that country and
cannot because we do not have loan
guarantees.

As the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] has noted, the State of Is-
rael has said that under normal condi-
tions they would pay whatever set-
asides there need be for the loan guar-
antees, and I believe that to be true.
But let us say there is an abnormal
condition. Let us say for some reason
either OMB or CBO says we needed 10
or 12 percent of a reserve fund. We
might not get it.

I do want to say to my colleagues
that many of us who care about Israel
are split on this issue. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SMITH], the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON], are voting for this amendment, so
I must tell my colleagues that I do not
think it is a life-or-death issue, par-
ticularly in light of what our majority
leader has said, and our Democratic
leadership in the House. That is that
they will try to come up with the extra
money if it is needed, and that allevi-
ates some of my concern.

Nonetheless, I think if is foolhardy
and a mistake for us to take every last
nickel, with the exception of $22 mil-
lion, out of the foreign affairs pot and
spend it all now, so I am going to vote
no on this amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA].
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Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the very distinguished gentleman from
Wisconsin for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the en bloc amendments offered
by the majority leader, Mr. GEPHARDT,
and our colleagues, Mr. ROE and Mr.
OBEY.

Six months ago, the Congress au-
thored, and the President signed into
law, a 6-year blueprint for investing in
transportation for America.

The President did not veto that bill,
as he has so many other of our initia-
tives, because he knew that our Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act—if funded fully—would cre-
ate millions of jobs to build and rebuild
America's roads, bridges, and transit
systems.

Today, Mr. Chairman, 10 million
Americans are out of work. Congress
and the President must respond, and
we can do that here and now.

Americans want jobs—not rhetoric.

Americans want better roads and bet-
ter transit service—not fiscal paralysis
in the face of historical change.

Mr. Chairman, make no mistake
about it. This amendment breaks down
what has come to be called a firewall.
The term is a misnomer. There is no
protection here.

At a time when America desperately
needs funding for its infrastructure,
this so-called firewall is nothing more
than a wall that impedes rather than
protects.

So far, however, many of our col-
leagues have seemed more interested in
preserving this firewall, born of the
cold war, than in investing in America.

By fighting and winning the cold
war, America paid a great price.

We did without.

We did without many needed roads.

We did without many needed im-
provements to our transit systems and
safety programs.

We did without many needed jobs.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we must begin
to reward that sacrifice with invest-
ment in America and in Americans.

We all know that winning the cold
war gave us fewer Federal dollars to
work with today.

We all know that Congress must
adopt a pay-as-you-go budget policy.

But that's the beauty of transpor-
tation funding, Mr. Chairman: it al-
ready is pay as you go.

The highway trust fund, including its
mass transit account, is entirely self-
supporting through Federal motor fuel
taxes.

All we need is the budget authority
to spend the money that Washington
has already collected at the pump to
invest in transportation.

And all we are asking for is common
sense.

Our amendment does not take a
penny away from foreign aid.

Our amendment does not interfere
with deficit reduction.
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The highway trust fund is in surplus.

We do not need to find the money to
spend on transportation.

All the American people want is for
the money they have paid for transpor-
tation to be spent on transportation
and create jobs.

That is what Congress promised we
would do last year.

The Gephardt-Obey-Roe amendment
will make it possible for us to keep our
word—and Congress must Kkeep its
word.

Our transportation vision for the
1990’s is a model of how to rebuild
America the way Americans want it
built.

Just 6 months ago, Congress and the
President made that vision the law of
the land. Failing to fund that vision is
a failure of leadership masquerading as
fiscal responsibility.

The Gephardt-Obey-Roe-Hammer-
schmidt-Mineta-Shuster amendment to
H.R. 5518 restores $257 million of spend-
ing authority to the Federal Transit
Act, section 3, New Start Program to
fully fund all projects designated in the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991 (P.L. 102-240) for
fiscal year 1993 funding.

The $257 million is the exact amount
necessary to provide full funding for
the 21 projects specifically designated
in sections 3030 through 3035 of ISTEA
for fiscal year 1993 funding that did not
receive full funding in H.R. 5518 as re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

ISTEA requires that these projects
receive the full amount designated.
The restoration of the $257 million will
fulfill that requirement.

These projects differ from other
projects authorized in sections 3030
through 3035 of ISTEA that do not have
specific year-by-year funding designa-
tions. The conferees on the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 intended that only those
projects without specific year-by-year
funding designations be subject to an-
nual funding decisions by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

The Public Works and Transpor-
tation Committee has been empowered
to provide contract authority for the
Federal-Aid Highway Program and the
Federal Transit Program by the Fed-
eral Highway Act of 1958, title 23 Unit-
ed States Code, the Federal Transit
Act, and by congressional budget
scorekeeping rules and practices origi-
nating in 1979.

A complete list of the 21 transit
projects to be funded by the $257 mil-
lion follows:

Additional funds for new start projects
provided in Obey amendment
Mil-
lions
Baltimore LRT extension project .... $5

Chicago central area connector
PUOSCE oo s s eraiisia sk sy reritey 30
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Additional funds for new start projects
provided in Obey amendment—Continued

Mil-
lions

Cleveland dual hub corridor project .5
Maryland commuter rail project ..... 50
New Jersey urban core project ......... 36.7
New York Queens connection

PLOTOCE . covvv s sviesssvrauesscdisipensemnansis 8.7
San Diego mid-coast extension

PLOJOCE . coiicisismneimssninsisassinsrorsinanisns 3
San Francisco Airport BART exten-

sion project and Tasman Corridor

LRT PrOJeoE . ..iccaruvisiaimisnmsnase 55
Detroit light rail project ....... 10
Kansas City light rail project 4.4
Chattanooga downtown  trolley

PROYOOE i ccrinins s msvs s anms v izmsrote 1
Suspended light rail system tech-

nology pilot project ....c.cccceeeivennnnnn 4
Hawthorne, New Jersey-Warwick

Commuter Rail Service ........cccceen 11.156
North Bay Ferry Service Dem-

onstration Program ... 9

Staten Island-Midtown Man
Demonstration Program

Lakewood-Freehold-Matawan
Jamesburg rail project .......cc..c..c... 3

Charlotte, North Carolina, light rail

study ...... 375
Northeast Ohio feasibility study ..... 8
Dallas/Fort Worth Railtran System 3.2
Largo, Maryland, rail extension

Y1 gttt s e SR B 5
Los Angeles-San Diego rail corridor

improvement project ........c.coieunens 5

Total 256.831

And that is why I urge my colleagues
to invest in America and support the
Gephardt-Obey-Roe amendment.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 424 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE], the
very distinguished ranking member of
the full Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we have had this de-
bate before. This is not a new debate,
trying to use defense or international
savings for other purposes, particularly
domestic purposes. The Members voted
in March not to do that by a vote of 238
to 187. They voted not to take down the
walls in fiscal year 1993. Apparently
the message was not clear, and my
friend, in his amendment, still hopes to
increase Federal spending. My friends,
try as you might, I do not think it is
going to work.

Back in March we had the oppor-
tunity to send a sorely needed message
to the American people about our abil-
ity to save money and make tough de-
cisions. We had the opportunity to
show that we do care about deficit re-
duction, and that we understand the
impact of long-term persistent deficit
spending. We had the opportunity to
show the American people that Con-
gress can strap down and live within
its own limitations with the balanced
budget amendment.

Today my colleague offers an amend-
ment to use funds slated for inter-
national spending on the highway pro-
gram. One can only guess what is com-
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ing tomorrow. Today, let me bring this
to the Members’ attention, if I may:
Today this transportation bill that we
will soon vote on, contains $33.4 billion
in fiscal year 1993 outlays, an increase
of $1.6 billion in outlays over last fiscal
year and it provides on the face of it 1.3
million jobs in the United States of
America.

That should not surprise anybody.
We already voted to do that. We did
that in the budget resolution. We voted
for $33 billion for transportation in the
1993 budget resolution. That is what
was voted on, $33 billion.

Guess what the total of this bill is: It
is $33.4 billion. Should we be surprised
that we are complying with what the
House has voted to do time, and time,
and time again?

Some people say yes, we need to
spend more, more than the $17.4 billion
in here for highways, more than the $9
billion in here for the FAA, more than
the $3.8 billion in here for transit pro-
grams, and more than the $3.6 billion
in here for the Coast Guard.

Some say that the subcommittee did
not fully fund last year’s intermodal
surface transportation bill that we all
embraced with great glee. The truth of
the matter is we do not have the re-
sources to do that. Where are the sav-
ings when the budget deficit is $400 bil-
lion in the current year and the debt is
$4 trillion?

The tightness of the budget was not
created by the defeat of the firewalls
bill; it was an agreement that we all
signed onto. The leadership of the
House and the administration agreed
on a budget summit to try to keep the
Federal deficits in some kind of bal-
ance. Entitlement spending, as every-
body in this Chamber knows, is two-
thirds of the budget and is off budget,
not subject to our vote.

While tightening budget constraints
is tough for all of us to deal with, it is
important to point out the context:
Our national debt is $4 trillion. One out
of every four dollars this Government
spends is borrowed.

This amendment is just another ef-
fort to take down the firewalls. I am
sure it is not going to be the last.
Somebody else is going to try.

I said this is a 1.3 million jobs bill. If
we put the Obey amendment in it, and
we risk a certain veto, we are putting
in jeopardy 1.3 million jobs for Ameri-
cans.

Listen to this. When we were debat-
ing the Michel amendment, I told the
Members because of actions taken to
date there is roughly $150 million in do-
mestic discretionary outlays available.
That yields $1 billion in budget re-
sources and 55,000 new jobs. Bring it up
as a standing bill and we will vote on it
after we come back from the conven-
tion.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], the distin-
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guished ranking Republican of the
Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Obey
amendment. This amendment will use
$400 million in outlay savings from the
foreign operations appropriations bill
to restore about $2.5 billion in trans-
portation spending. Insofar as high-
ways and transit are concerned, this
represents a partial restoration of
funding that was provided in the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 just 7 months ago.
And, in aviation, the amendment would
partially restore the reduction in air-
port improvement funds from fiscal
year 1992 levels.

Let me focus specifically on the high-
way issue. The amount provided in the
appropriations bill for the basic Fed-
eral-aid Highway Program is woefully
inadequate: About $4 billion less than
provided in ISTEA and nearly $2 billion
less than the level proposed by the
President. By raising the highway obli-
gation ceiling by $2.25 billion, the Obey
amendment would merely restore the
highway obligation ceiling to roughly
the amount in the President’s budget.

So, while the amendment would still
leave us about $2 billion below the obli-
gation authority in ISTEA, it is a vast
improvement over the inadequate level
in the appropriations bill.

The Gephardt-Obey-Roe-Hammer-
schmidt-Mineta-Shuster amendment to
H.R. 5518 restores $257 million of spend-
ing authority to the Federal Transit
Act Section 3 New Start Program to
fully fund all projects designated in the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991, Public Law 102-240,
for fiscal year 1993 funding.

The $257 million is the exact amount
necessary to provide full funding for
the 21 projects specifically designated
in sections 3030 through 3035 of ISTEA
for fiscal year 1993 funding that did not
receive full funding in H.R. 5518 as re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

ISTEA requires that these projects
receive the full amount designated.
The restoration of the $257 million will
fulfill that requirement.

These projects differ from other
projects authorized in sections 3030
through 3035 of ISTEA that do not have
specific year-by-year funding designa-
tions. The conferees on the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 intended that only those
projects without specific year-by-year
funding designations be subject to an-
nual funding decisions by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

The Public Works and Transpor-
tation Committee has been empowered
to provide contract authority for the
Federal-aid Highway Program and the
Federal Transit Program by the Fed-
eral Highway Act of 1958, title 23 Unit-
ed States Code, the Federal Transit
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Act, and by congressional budget
scorekeeping rules and practices origi-
nating in 1979.

A complete list of the 21 transit
projects to be funded by the $257 mil-
lion follows:

Additional funds for new start projects
provided in Obey amendment

Mil-
lions
Baltimore LRT extension project .... 5
Chicago central area connector
v [ e R g i e SR el 30
Cleveland dual hub corridor projact 5
Marylnd commuter rail project .. 50
New Jersey urban core project ......... 36.7
New York Queens connection
i o [ e R s VR e R B.7
San Diego
project .......... 3

San Francisco Airport BART exten-
sion project and Tasman Corridor
LT pEolOoh o it isinn i 55

Detroit light rail project ......... 10
Kansas City light rail project .. 4.4
Chattanooga downtown t.rolley

ROl 1
Suspended light rail system tech-

nology pllot project ......ccccvicciecenen 4
Hawthorne, New Jersey-Warwick

Commuter Rail Service ...........o... 11.156
North Bay Ferry Service Dem-

onstration Program ............ccceennee 9
Staten Island-Midtown Manhattan

Demonstration Program .........c..... 11
Lakewood-Freehold-Matawan or

Jamesburg rail project ........ccc..c.... 3
Charlotte, North Carolina, light rail

study 375
Northeast Ohio feasibility study ..... 8
Dallas/Ft. Worth Railtran System .. 3.2
Largo, Maryland, rail ext-enaion

vt} ool e o M B Nt i 5
Los Angeles-S8an Diego rail corridor

improvement Project ....c...cccceveeenn 5

Total .. 256.831

I know that there will be concerns
about shifting money from the inter-
national spending account to the do-
mestic spending account. Some will
fear that this will set a bad precedent
and will lead to efforts to raid the de-
fense budget to fund other domestic
programs.

I do not believe that this will be the
case. We have a unique opportunity
here to take advantage of savings that
were made with broad bipartisan sup-
port and to shift those savings to pro-
grams that also enjoy broad bipartisan
support, as evidenced in the over-
whelming votes in favor of the ISTEA
legislation. It is very unlikely that
similar circumstances will occur again
in the 102d Congress.

In addition, this is not the final word
on the subject. Ultimately, the con-
ference committees on the foreign op-
erations appropriations bill and the
DOT appropriations bill will have to
decide how much of a shift will actu-
ally take place. During this process,
the administration will have ample
time to have its views carefully consid-
ered in this matter.

In summary, by adopting this amend-
ment, Congress will be taking a posi-
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tive step toward at least partially re-
storing the job creation and infrastruc-
ture improvement potential of ISTEA.
It will also be averting the severe criti-
cism, to which I fear Congress will be
subjected, if it funds the program at a
level so far below what the President
recommended and what is in the
ISTEA legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support the amendment.
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Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BERMAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I rise in opposition to the Obey
amendment. And I say this for the
Members to consider exactly what is
happening here: The Budget Enforce-
ment Act sets the international affairs
cap at a certain level. The budget reso-
lution passed by both Houses reduces
that by $200 million in outlays. The bill
that Chairman OBEY presented last
week, that I supported, that had what
I thought was an excellent mix in
terms of supporting the kinds of for-
eign aid programs that I think are im-
portant and cutting the ones I do not
think are important reduced that bill
in outlays an additional $20 million,
$1.2 billion below the President’'s budg-
et in budget authority.

Now we have an amendment which
would suggest lowering the Enforce-
ment Act to the figure, within $20 mil-
lion of that figure in outlays before the
Senate has acted. This is not the way
to handle international relations. This
is not the way to provide a level of
flexibility.

If the Senate decides they want to
plus up the military aid account, every
penny of that is going to have to come
out of one of the programs, the Devel-
opment Assistance Program, the Refu-
gee Program, the Peacekeeping Pro-
gram that will be funded on the House
side. There is no flexibility left in this.

There is $7 billion of totally unused
defense cuts between the cap and the
budget resolution, and a lot of money
in the defense appropriation that has
already passed on Star Wars and on
unneeded five new B-2 bombers and
other things like that from which this
money could come.

God knows I think transportation in-
creases are important. I think they are
s0 important that I am prepared to
support a gas tax to fund them. But
why transportation in terms of this
shift? Chairman NATCHER of the Labor-
HHS Subcommittee had tremendous
pressures on education and health.
Why the decision that all of this money
will go to transportation and not to
other allocations within the domestic
budget?

This is a very inflexible amendment.
Things can occur in the context of the
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next 2 or 3 months in the area of peace-
keeping or loan guarantees to provide
tremendous flexibility.

I want to make one last comment.
There are proponents of this amend-
ment, in fact sponsors of this amend-
ment who are strong supporters of the
United  States-Israel relationship.
There are opponents of this amend-
ment who could not care less about
that, and would do things to sever that
relationship. This is not a test of that.
But to take away the flexibility for $50,
$100, $150 or $200 million based on what
might happen in this world is just pure

crazy.

I think this amendment should be de-
feated. I think this is the wrong ap-
proach. We have $7 billion in defense
spending if we want to make this
transfer, if this is the only way to do
it.

This is a political response to a seri-
ous problem, and I would urge the
Members to defeat it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI].

. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, in
March I voted against the first fire-
walls bill. I intend to vote for the Obey
amendment tonight.

Why am I doing so? Because of the
changed conditions which have inter-
vened, and particularly the 7.8 percent
unemployment which was announced
for the month of June. That translates
into 100,000 fewer jobs that we had in
June and into 10 million Americans
who are unemployed.

We need to put Americans, Kentuck-
ians, Louisvillians back to work. We
need to put them to work on construe-
tion programs right now even as we
are, concurrently, doing our best to
balance the budget and to reduce defi-
cits.

As I understand it, the $400 million
which is shifted from foreign aid trans-
lates into 2.6 billion dollars’ worth of
highway, mass transit and airport
projects. With respect to Louisville, we
have right now 30 million dollars'
worth of ready-to-go projects that
could immediately put Kentuckians
and Louisvillians to work under this
bill.

The Obey amendment does not raise
the deficit one penny. The Obey amend-
ment does put people back to work.
The Obey amendment should be passed
tonight.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Obey
amendment. Supporting this amend-
ment does not come easy for me. I am
a member of the Budget Committee
who voted against bringing down the
firewalls separating domestic and de-
fense spending earlier this year. I am
also a member of the coalition in sup-
port of a balanced budget amendment
the House considered just last month.
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1 strongly believe that we can and
should be doing more to reduce our
Federal deficit, and am working toward
that goal with Chairman PANETTA and
other members of the Budget Commit-
tee. Had there been some other manner
in which to access the money in the
highway trust fund for the purposes for
which it was intended, I would have
preferred it.

But the budgeting process is such
that, in order to make use of the trust
funds, it is necessary to raise the obli-
gation ceiling in this amendment. And
80, I support this effort to invest in our
Nation’s infrastructure, which lies at
the heart of Federal responsibility for
our Nation’s well being.

The most important factor in my de-
cision is that most of the programs in
the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, now known as ISTEA,
will pay for themselves. The funding
program incorporated in the bill which
we passed overwhelmingly last year
was designed to draw down the high-
way trust fund from its surplus of over
$11 billion to about $2.5 billion, the
amount needed to keep the fund sol-
vent. In addition, Congress extended
the 2% cent-per-gallon gas tax to keep
revenues flowing into the fund, and to
keep the program self-financing.

Mr. Chairman, it is for these reasons
that I find the transportation appro-
priations bill before the House today so
extremely disappointing and so much
in need of amendment. Not only does it
break faith with the 372 Members who
voted for the conference report on
ISTEA last November, but more impor-
tantly, it breaks faith with the Amer-
ican people who have been paying into
the highway trust fund all of these
years expecting that the money would
actually be used to improve our na-
tion’s highways.

Last November, when Congress
passed ISTEA, I was confident that we
had finally taken the initiative on an
ambitious program for our future, and
our ability to sustain economic
growth.

The Public Works and Transpor-
tation Committee and the Subcommit-
tee on Surface Transportation spent
over 2 years holding hearings and in-
vestigating the status of our country’s
infrastructure.

These hearings uncovered a pattern
of deterioration and neglect of our in-
frastructure needs. We learned that in-
vestment in infrastructure has become
the orphan child of the budgeting proc-
ess, receiving proportionally less fund-
ing as our fiscal situation has become
more severe.

Our annual Federal transportation
investment has plunged from 2.3 per-
cent of our gross national product in
the 1960’s and 1970's to four-tenths of 1
percent in the 1980's. This makes our
investment in infrastructure a smaller
percentage of GNP than any other in-
dustrialized nation in the world.
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According to the Department of
Transportation, in 1989: About 265,000
miles of pavement were at or below ac-
cepted engineering standards; about
134,000 bridges were rated as struc-
turally deficient; over 5,000 bridges
were closed; and congestion created
over 8§ billion hours of delay on the
interstate system, adding billions of
dollars to the cost of interstate com-
merce.

Passage of ISTEA was intended to
address all of these concerns. For the
first time, we embraced as a national
goal the development of a national
intermodal transportation system de-
signed to move people and goods in an
energy-efficient manner. ISTEA cre-
ated an economic blueprint for the fu-
ture, and was designed to substantially
improve our competitiveness in the
world economy.

In addition, the bill should create
over 2 million jobs in the construction
segment of our economy that serves as
the foundation for our economic
growth, and which has been hit the
hardest by this period of recession.

Investing in infrastructure provides
returns to our economy far greater
than any other expenditure of Federal
dollars. For every $1 invested in trans-
portation infrastructure, $10 is re-
turned to the economy. We would be
hard pressed to find any other program
that returns such benefits to our Na-
tion.

The new Labor Department statistics
show unemployment has now reached
7.8 percent. Almost 10 million of our
fellow Americans are out of work. We
should not fail to adequately fund the
only bill passed by this Congress which
has been endorsed by the administra-
tion that will create jobs—that is the
ISTEA legislation passed last year.

Approving the Obey amendment will
create good jobs for 125,000 Americans
while providing the kind of infrastruc-
ture we need to be competitive around
the world.

We must amend this bill to provide
for an adequate level of funding for our
public infrastructure. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Obey amend-
ment.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Obey amendment, which would
lower the fiscal year 1993 discretionary
spending cap for international affairs
by $400 million in outlays and increase
the 1993 domestic cap by that same
amount.

The Obey amendment removes all fis-
cal flexibility in international affairs.
This measure could require Senate-
passed increases in military assistance
to be accommodated in conference by
cuts in population control programs,
ATDS prevention, and child survival.
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The Obey amendment categorically
precludes any possibility of subsidy ap-
propriations for immigrant absorption
loan guarantees to Israel, if an agree-
ment can be reached between the Is-
raeli Government and the administra-
tion,

Let us bear in mind that if we are
going to get into the business of
breaching the firewalls, there are also
$7 billion in outlays behind the defense
firewall, unusable in any way under the
budget resolution.

I ask my colleagues, in considering
your vote on the Obey amendment, is
it your intention to erode and decimate
the budget firewalls which you pre-
viously supported.

I submit that this is an inappropriate
amendment.

Accordingly, 1 urge defeat of the
Obey amendment.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
one-half minute to the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Obey amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I cannot imagine our
going home, and I voted for the foreign
aid bill the other day and a lot of peo-
ple did not, but I cannot imagine that
we cannot vote to transfer money from
surplus money really that is left over
from the foreign aid bill to create
American jobs. I cannot imagine that
anybody would vote against this
amendment.

I know in my own State of Ohio
where we have tremendous needs in in-
frastructure repairs this is an essential
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI].

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman,
there is not a Member of this House
who has not walked down the street in
their district and had a constituent tell
them that it is time to change prior-
ities in America, not a person in this
Chamber who has not looked in the
eyes of people they represent and
agreed that it is time to invest again in
America.

This vote is about that commitment,
and yet we are told that the 1990 budg-
et agreement stands between us and
keeping faith with those constituents.

My friends, the world between 1990
and today could not have changed
more. The security commitments, the
foreign commitments, the need to help
others could not be more different.

This amendment comes just in time.
A quarter of a million substandard
bridges, hundreds of miles of deterio-
rating roads, urban and mass transpor-
tation systems that are older than the
people who ride them by a generation,
and it is only a token change, just a be-
ginning of a change, but it is a change,
the first of many amendments which
must come.
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We have done our duty in the foreign
assistance bill for others. This amend-
ment does duty for our own constitu-
ents.

I urge Members to adopt it.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON].

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, today | rise in opposition to
breaking down the firewalls and shifting budg-
et savings from one appropriation category to
make higher spending available in another

category. :

My friend and learned colleague from Wis-
consin, Mr. OBEY, is correct in asking us to re-
evaluate our spending priorities, and fund the
most critical spending first. Our current spend-
ing levels in various categories reflect neither
the changing world situation nor our domestic
needs.

However, it is our budget process itself
which is flawed. It is the process which leads
to exaggerated overfunding in one category
and disastrous underfunding in another.

Last month we attempted but failed to pass
a balanced budget amendment. Those who
opposed it said that we didn't need to amend
the Constitution, that we could accomplish the
necessary change by statute, Unless and until
we do make substantive changes to the budg-
et process which will ensure fiscal responsibil-
ity and a balanced budget, any transitory shift-
ing of appropriations between segments of the
budget will simply compound the problems.

Let us revise the budget process and incor-
porate changes such as: First, a unified capital
budget, second, biennial, zero based budget,
third, sunset laws, four, enhanced rescission
process, and fifth, an enforcement mecha-
nism, which will provide the tools necessary to
balance the budget. Then | will stand at the
front of the line to set new priorities for spend-
ing to meet the very real and immediate needs
of our country.

| urge you to vote “no” on the Obey amend-
ment, and to support real budget process re-
form.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Obey-Gephardt-Hammer-
schmidt-Roe amendment.

The issue we are debating here today
is really rather simple. It is about jobs
and economic growth and their rela-
tionship to the highway trust fund.

As my colleagues all know, last year
we passed the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Act, and when the
House overwhelmingly voted in favor
of that legislation, we all praised it as
an investment in America.

The highway bill would create jobs,
and it would make improvements in
our infrastructure. Now is the time to
fund that worthwhile new law, and we
need to fund it and fund it well.

This year the House has already
voted to cut over $400 million in fiscal
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1993 foreign aid outlays under the 1993
budget summit cap enacted into law,
and moves them over into transpor-
tation spending authority. So it does
not add to the deficit as some are here
arguing.

The funding source for our transpor-
tation needs comes from the highway
trust fund, and the taxpayers who pay
those taxes want it spent for the pur-
poses for which it is levied.

I urge a strong vote for the Obey-
Gephardt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the issue we are debating
today is rather simple; it is about jobs and
economic growth and their relationship to the
highway trust fund. As my colleagues all
know, last year we passed the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
When the House overwhelmingly voted in
favor of this legislation, we all praised it as an
investment in America. The highway bill would
create jobs, and it would make vast improve-
ments in our infrastructure and transportation
needs. Now is the time to fund this worthwhile
and desperately needed program which the
American people strongly support.

Last week we passed an economic incen-
tives bill to help get the Nation rolling—let's
continue to build on the momentum by pass-
ing this amendment to this transportation ap-
propriations bill. This amendment is a fiscally
responsible approach concerning our Federal
budget restraints and infrastructure neces-
sities. This year, the House has already voted
to cut over $400 million in fiscal year 1993 for-
eign aid outlays under the 1993 budget sum-
mit cap enacted into law, and moves them
over into transportation spending authority so
it does not add to the deficit, as some are
here arguing. The funding source for our
transportation needs come from the highway
trust fund and the taxpayers who pay into it
want it spent for the purpose for which it is in-
tended—highways—not used as a foil to mask
the true size of the deficit. The trust fund is
sound. It has a surplus.

Mr. Chairman, the battlecry on this legisla-
tion is loud and clear: Invest in America's fu-
ture—our infrastructure. Invest in American
jobs now, to get on with building that infra-
structure that is our door to economic develop-
ment and growth, to enhancing our trade op-
portunities.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. SARPALIUS].

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Chairman, we
have been hired by our constituents to
be their voice. Well, listen to their
voice. They do not like deficit spend-
ing. They do not like the priorities of
where we spend our money.

They believe in the challenge that
John F. Kennedy gave us when he said,
**Ask not what your country can do for
you, but ask what you can do for your
country,” and, boy, have they given.
Over 5 months of their hard-earned
paycheck every year comes to us to
spend.

Today there are over 10 million per-
sons out of work, 10 million persons
that are worried about how they are
going to pay their mortgage, 10 million
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persons that are worried about provid-
ing health care for their children and
putting their kids through school.
There are 10 million Americans that
are not living the American dream.
They are living in a nightmare.

Today you have an opportunity to
put some of these people back to work.
Wake them up out of that nightmare
and give them hope to dream dreams
and make those dreams come true.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEVINE].

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, although I voted to tear down the
firewalls, I must oppose this amend-
ment, because this is not the way to
tear down the firewalls.

At a time when we are witnessing, as
other speakers have mentioned, un-
precedented changes in the world, this
amendment would place a straitjacket
on U.S. policymakers. It would elimi-
nate the flexibility we may need to re-
spond to events in Eastern Europe and
the Middle East and Africa and else-
where.

For example, this amendment would
eliminate any flexibility that we might
need to come to the aid of the Yugo-
slavian people. It would tie the hands
of policymakers wishing to ease the
transition to democracy and capitalism
for the nations of the former Soviet
Union, and it slams the door on further
aid for international AIDS prevention
and treatment programs.

Foreign aid is always a convenient
whipping boy, no more so than it is
today, but the purposes sought to be
achieved here could be better achieved
through other approaches.

This amendment does nothing to
transfer billions of unneeded defense
dollars. Instead, it targets spending
which is most often used to ease the
suffering of the poor, the hungry, and
the sick abroad. While they may be an
easy target, they are the wrong target.

While I have the greatest respect and
admiration for my colleagues who are
offering this amendment, I oppose it.
There are other better ways to finance
the rebuilding of our transportation
systern and create jobs here at home
for Americans.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
we have a very serious credibility prob-
lem with regard to financing highways.

Now, I do not think there is a way to
overcome it unless we pass the Obey
amendment. First, we have an author-
ization bill. The President went to
Texas, got a good photo opportunity,
Members of Congress were down there.
They talked about 22 million jobs,
that they could not be provided unless
the firewalls were torn down or unless
there was a raise in the cap. So it was
a false expectation.

Next came the President's budget. He
proposed $2.2 billion increase for high-
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ways. But what he did not tell you was
that depended upon a $550 million de-
crease for mass transportation and for
Amtrak and an overall tax or user fee
increase of $4 billion, or the highway
bill could not be funded. Also, sell the
assets at Elk Hills. That was raising
false expectations.

Then the budget resolution. It al-
leged to increase the funding for high-
ways, but it assumed a $4.14 billion,
whatever you call legislative savings
and fees, which cannot pass this Con-
gress, so it raised expectations falsely.

The bottom line is the expectations
to the American people have been
raised one, two, three, four times.
There is no way to get out of this un-
less we shift some money, I do not
think, from one side of the inter-
national account over to the domestic
account.
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Since that budget agreement was
passed 2 years ago, the world has
changed. Priorities have changed. We
have got 7.8 percent unemployment
that we did not have at that time.

Surely in 2 years time with the
changes we have had, we ought to look
again at our priorities, shift some from
that international side where we do not
need as much anymore over to this do-
mestic discretionary side and meet the
expectations of the American people
that have been built up both by the ad-
ministration and the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a yes vote.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms., NORTON. Mr, Chairman, I rise to
urge support of the amendment offered
today by Congressmen OBEY, GEP-
HARDT, ROE, HAMMERSCHMIDT, MINETA,
and SHUSTER which will increase fund-
ing for highway, transit, airports, and
Coast Guard programs by $2.6 billion
nationally. These are responsible
amendments which appropriately
transfer over $400 million from foreign
aid outlays to vital domestic infra-
structure programs. These programs
will create more than 125,000 jobs for
Americans.

Mr. Chairman, the latest unemploy-
ment figures are a warning to begin to
shift national priorities from unneces-
sary or lower priority expenditures
abroad and toward clear, essential, and
long neglected investment in Ameri-
cans and their towns and cities. This
is, after all, the longest recession since
World War II1.

This amendment provides the double
dose of medicine the doctor has or-
dered—targeted development of infra-
structure whose existing condition
poses a clear and present danger to our
place in the global marketplace; and
the measured economic stimulus that
is a proven remedy for unemployment.

Each additional billion dollars spent
on new construction of bridges, roads,
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sewers, information networks, and
technologies creates 46,800 jobs in the
construction, supplier, and service in-
dustries. Not only do contractors, sub-
contractors, and suppliers benefit but
countless services are similarly bene-
fited.

Of the 17,000 unemployed workers in
the District of Columbia at the end of
1990, nearly 2,000—11.8 percent of our
work force—were in construction. I am
sure that after the latest unemploy-
ment figures, every Member could
point to similar devastation.

As a member of the Public Works and
Transportation Committee, I joined my
colleagues to support unanimously the
bipartisan Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act because we
were strongly committed to bringing
jobs and new infrastructure to the
American people. If this appropriations
bill is funded at the proposed level, we
will have actually reduced highway and
transit funding below that of prior
years. Our crippled economy cannot af-
ford such disinvestment.

I support this vital amendment for
investment and jobs in America, and
urge my colleagues to support it as
well.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, when the
House Democratic leadership pulled
out all the stops to defeat the balanced
budget ammendment June 11, they ar-
gued that the amendment was an un-
necessary gimmick because Congress
already has the authority it needs to
balance the budget—authority defined
by statutory guidelines and fiscal dis-
cipline.

Applying that standard today—the
1890 budget agreement is the statutory
guideline and a vote for the Michel
amendment is the fiscal discipline.
Failure to observe either of these prin-
ciples—which some would have us do
today in voting for the Obey amend-
ment—is fiscal irresponsibility, pure
and simple.

If we vote for the Obey amendment,
we junk the caps on spending in the
budget agreement. That is the only re-
straint on spending we have. In es-
sence—we bust the budget and prove
once again to the American public that
we are incapable of exerting fiscal re-
sponsibility.

How many times do we need to hear
that our deficit stands at $350 billion,
that our national debt is close to $4
trillion, that interest payments on the
national debt now consume nearly $200
billion. These are lost dollars—gone to
pay for our past spending habits, not
new roads and bridges.

The plain and simple fact is that we
are operating under a law that says
savings in one account cannot be trans-
ferred to another. They are to be ap-
plied to deficit reduction. Period. We
must not do what the Obey amendment
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wants. We must not break the firewalls
to transfer dollars—dollars that should
be used for deficit reduction—for new
spending. The Obey amendment would
turn this law on its head. It would put
us on a slippery slope toward increased
deficits and higher taxes.

The debate today is not about the
merits of foreign aid spending, that
just happens to be the source Obey taps
into. Rather, the debate is about the
integrity of a law that maintains budg-
et firewalls to allow defense or inter-
national affairs savings to be used for
deficit reduction—not new spending.

Less than a month ago, nearly every
Member of this House spoke out
against deficit spending. Yet the Obey
amendment at its core is simply a pro-
posal to increase the fiscal year 1993
deficit, something completely con-
tradictory to these earlier proclama-
tions. It is no wonder the American
people hold Congress in such disregard
and that our deficit continues to soar.

It should be clear to Members who
support deficit reduction which amend-
ment to support. Let us put leadership
behind our rhetoric and vote for fiscal
discipline for a change. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Obey amend-
ment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY].

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding me some time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment by the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], and my chairman, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], my
ranking Republican member, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMER-
SCHMIDT], and the majority leader, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

As has been stated earlier, ISTEA is
a jobs bill and I believe the result of
what the Appropriations Committee
has done in drastically slashing the au-
thorized funding levels in ISTEA is to
keep a significant number of American
workers on the unemployment rolls.

I have been and continue to be op-
posed to breaching the firewalls, but by
adjusting the ceiling levels of inter-
national and domestic spending, we
will be able to stimulate the American
economy, put Americans back to work,
rebuild America’s crumbling transpor-
tation infrastructure—making our
highways and bridges safer—and, ulti-
mately, improve and enhance our Na-
tion's ability to move commercial
goods and commuter traffic with great-
er efficiency.

If these are not reasonable and ra-
tional justifications for this Body to
make this small adjustment to the
budget firewalls, then we do not de-
serve the respect and support of the
American people.

A yea vote for this amendment is a
vote for the American worker and the
American economy.
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A no vote is a vote for continuation
of our stagnant economy, a continu-
ation of high unemployment, and a
continuation of the Band-aid repairs to
our transportation infrastructure,
daily becoming less safe and in an in-
creasing sad state of disrepair.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote for the Obey-Roe-Gephardt-
Hammerschmidt amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. GLICKMAN].

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
support the Obey amendment.

I voted against breaking down the
firewalls in an earlier vote, but I think
times have changed since then. This is
a critical jobs issue. The unemploy-
ment rate nationally is 7.8 percent. I
fear it can go up another half percent
before November. A yes vote will put
thousands of people to work with mon-
eys saved from foreign aid spending.

I still believe the budget agreement
is good, but it should not be locked in
stone when tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans are finding themselves out of
work every day.

So Mr. Chairman, I think a respon-
gible vote is a vote for the amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, priorities
are heck sometimes in choosing them.
The President just came back with
much flare from G-7. It is time he
drives Route 7 and sees the potholes,
sees the orange barrels, sees the traffic
snarls.

The priorities are very clear here.
Without increasing the deficit, you
shift some money from foreign aid to
the United States of America. You
shift some money from overseas to
here at home.

I think our constituents know what
they want. Ten million Americans are
out of work. Roads and bridges are
crumbling. Traffic is snarled hope-
lessly. They want the Obey amend-
ment, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Obey-Gephardt amendment. The
Obey-Gephardt amendment would in
my opinion flagrantly violate the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 by
changing the spending caps inscribed in
that law and by burning down the fire-
walls between the domestic and inter-
national discretionary categories.
These firewalls were erected to achieve
a deficit reduction. Savings under the
caps in any one category is under the
terms of the laws supposed to be sup-
plied to deficit reduction. Instead, the
Obey amendment would pirate away
the money remaining in the inter-
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national account to increase spending
in the other categories.

The Obey amendment in my view-
point raises the limitation on obliga-
tions of the highway trust fund by $2.3
billion. This translates into a $400 mil-
lion increase in outlays by fiscal year
1993, and will require subsequent in-
creased outlays in the future.

Worse, the Obey amendment author-
izes a $400 million raid on the general
fund? Why? Because apparently there
are not enough transportation fund
taxes, I gather, to support the desired
spending for fiscal year 1993 in the
transportation fund.
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So what do we do? We do what we al-
ways do, we borrow from the general
fund. More accurately, we borrow from
our children and grandchildren. In
light of the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment is now paying $300 billion a
year just to pay interest on the $4 tril-
lion national debt, this ought to be ab-
solutely unacceptable.

The amendment is a fraudulent
scheme Congress is pulling on the
American taxpayers. Congress prom-
ised in 1990 that in exchange for $164
billion in higher taxes, Congress would
restrain its appetite for higher spend-
ing. The caps are that promised re-
straint. The Obey amendment con-
spires to break that promise.

If this conspiracy to circumvent the
law was being perpetrated in the pri-
vate sector, it would be deemed a
criminal conspiracy. But because we in
Congress make the laws, we do not
have to conspire to avoid them, we
simply conspire to eliminate them and
then continue to conspire to avoid our
clear moral obligation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], a member of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, in 1990
a majority of the Congress and the
White House entered into a deal, a
budget deal. And now we are told, 2%
years later, a deal is a deal.

Well, Mr. Chairman, in 1991, a year
after that 1990 deal, this Congress over-
whelmingly entered into another deal
with the American people. This Con-
gress overwhelmingly voted in favor of
the transportation bill. And we said on
a bipartisan basis, ‘‘We are going to ex-
tend the gas tax. Not only are we going
to extend it, we are going to increase it
by 2% cents. But our deal with you, Mr.
and Mrs. America, is that we promise
that this money in the highway trust
fund that you are paying as a user fee
is going to be spent on transpor-
tation.” And we also said overwhelm-
ingly as we voted for that bill, we
promised that $18.3 billion is going to
be spent next year out of the highway
trust fund ‘‘for your transportation
needs."”
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And now, what do we have before us?
Instead of the $18.3 billion that we
promised, we have only $14 billion; so
we have a 22-percent reduction in our
promise. Indeed, this means significant
cuts in highway programs.

Mr. Chairman, do not come to our
committee and ask for help with your
problems; if the money is not there, we
may want to help you but we cannot.

Further, I suggest check what we put
out in terms of the money that goes
back to your States by formula if this
passes. Every State will receive several
millions of dollars more for their high-
way programs. And, yes, we will create
in America over 125,000 real jobs.

So let us keep faith with the Amer-
ican people, let us deliver on our prom-
ise to spend trust fund dollars. Let us
take general fund money from foreign
aid and begin to spend an equivalent
amount of trust fund money rebuilding
America.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2%2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the Obey amendment
to the transportation appropriations
bill is yet another example of chica-
nery to get around our own self-im-
posed limits on spending in the deficit.
All of us—all of us—would like to spend
more money on our transportation in-
frastructure as well as many other
well-meaning programs. But we have a
problem: The deficit is eating our
lunch.

In clear violation of the 1990 budget
agreement—the law we passed to help
control deficit spending—the Obey
amendment would transfer $400 million
in foreign aid outlays to transportation
projects. This contravenes the law,
which says that any savings in the for-
eign aid category will be applied to re-
ducing the deficit, not other spending
programs.

In addition, the $400 million outlays
transferred by the Obey amendment
will result in some $2.6 billion in in-
creased budget authority and obliga-
tion authority, further exacerbating
the deficit in future years.

Regardless of the worthiness of the
spending programs, we should not
scrap the firewalls. I cannot under-
stand how anyone can say, how any
Member of this body can say they give
a hoot about the deficit if they vote for
the Obey amendment. If we have one
ounce of courage to resist the siren call
for more spending, if we have one shred
of shame over the deficit we are leav-
ing for our children, if we have one iota
of honor for the agreements we have
made, we should defeat the Obey
amendment and pass the bill as it is.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. ROE].

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the night is
late, and I want to just run down, in
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the 2 minutes, quickly two points. Bed-
rock principle, a deal is a deal, honor
and commitment, test of will, Amer-
ican people disillusioned, conspiracy
and chicanery.

God, you are bad people around here.

We are engaged in conspiracy and
chicanery. By God, BUD SHUSTER is
right: We made the deal on this floor
and passed the iced tea, the transpor-
tation bill, with 378 votes. We did not
break one rule.

We went and we expanded and ex-
tended the 2% percent gasoline tax. We
provided, under the budget agreement
with the White House, precisely what
we were supposed to do. We raised the
money to support the transportation
bill. That is what you did.

Now, the thing that happened, how-
ever, that 5.5 billion dollars’ worth of
budget